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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 2001

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 1, 2000

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.
The subcommittee met at 9:30 a.m., in room SD-124, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Slade Gorton (chairman) presiding.
Present: Senators Gorton, Stevens, and Dorgan.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL H. TRUJILLO, M.D., M.P.H., M.S., ASSISTANT
SURGEON GENERAL, DIRECTOR

ACCOMPANIED BY:
MICHEL E. LINCOLN, DEPUTY DIRECTOR
KERMIT SMITH, CHIEF MEDICAL OFFICER
GARY J. HARTZ, ACTING DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF PUBLIC HEALTH

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SLADE GORTON

Senator GORTON. This subcommittee hearing will come to order.

We have here today Dr. Michael Trujillo, Executive Director of
the Indian Health Service, and his colleagues, who I assume are
prepared to testify on behalf of the Service’s fiscal year 2001 budg-
et proposal. You are all welcome.

The Indian Health Service for fiscal year 2001 is proposed at a
level of $2.6 billion, an increase of $230 million, or ten percent
above the current funding level. Of that amount, $125 million is
designated for maintaining current services, and $105 million is
targeted for the improvement of the existing levels of health care
and services.

Many of the statistics on the state of Indian health are dev-
astating compared to those of the U.S. population in general. To
cite a few examples, the rate of alcoholism is 627 percent greater,
tuberculosis is 533 percent greater, and diabetes is 249 percent
greater. A recent Harvard School of Public Health/Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention study found that the lowest life
expectancies in the United States for both men and women exist
in the Indian communities. These rates are the lowest of any na-
tion in this hemisphere except for Haiti.
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At the same time, the Service has a positive record of achieve-
ment. Gains have been made. The mortality rates for many dis-
eases have decreased significantly. The THS itself serves as a model
public health organization for other countries around the world.

This subcommittee will consider the Indian Health Service’s re-
quest for increased funding carefully, recognizing that the needs
are great. I have to tell you, however, Dr. Trujillo, that larger
budget decisions must be made before this subcommittee begins its
work, and those decisions will in large measure determine the de-
gree to which we can provide additional assistance.

We may very well in the Senate be dealing with a budget resolu-
tion in committee as early as next week, but the budget resolution
must go through both the committee, the Senate, the House, and
a conference committee before we get our allocation for this sub-
committee and begin setting our own priorities.

With that, we do have Senator Dorgan here, and I will defer to
him for his opening statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR BYRON DORGAN

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I will be mercifully
brief. I wanted to thank you for the timely hearing, and to say that
I really think we face a crisis in health care, housing, and edu-
cation on Indian reservations in this country, and we must address
all three.

Last year, I convened a meeting with the Indian tribal Chairs
from the Northern Great Plains with President Clinton and five
Cabinet officers in the White House and talked about these issues,
but we must do better.

I know that the President’s budget request includes a $1.2 billion
increase over the 2000 levels in a range of areas, but frankly, we
still are not going to meet the needs that exist on Indian reserva-
tions, even with that budget request.

If you go to an Indian reservation—I know, Mr. Chairman, you
visit them, and other members of the subcommittee do—and take
a look at housing, health care, and education needs, you cannot but
conclude that we have a full-blown emergency and a full-blown cri-
sis in these areas, especially in health service.

The Indian Health Service, in my judgment, does an awfully good
job with limited resources, but we do not come anywhere near hav-
ing the opportunity to provide the kind of health care that other
Americans have come to expect in many areas of the country.

If you are ill or your child is ill, and you are living on an Indian
reservation, and you go to some of the health facilities that I have
seen, they do not have the resources to provide the kind of health
care those families should be able to expect.

I have talked on the floor of the Senate about Sarah Swift Hawk,
who was a grandmother on a reservation in South Dakota, and on
January 21 last year went to bed sleeping on a cot in a house with
plastic over where windows should have been. Sarah had only a
thin blanket and the only cot. The other two adults and two chil-
dren huddled on the floor, and at 45 degrees below zero, that was
the way they spent the evening. The next morning, regrettably,
Sarah Swift Hawk, was found frozen to death in a house on an In-
dian reservation.
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Is this a crisis? Darn right, it is. In a range of areas, and that
is in housing, but it is equally true in health care. I am trying to
get some information, Mr. Chairman, about the formularies that
are used to determine which drugs are available for use on Indian
Eeservations for those people who have the need for prescription

rugs.

Are the latest and best prescription drugs available, or are they
not, and if not, why not? Cost? Does it mean that it is too expen-
sive to provide a drug that is the latest and best drug available for
someone on an Indian reservation, some Indian child, or someone
who has difficulty?

I will not go on, but I just want to say that I view Indian health
care as a crisis that must be addressed on an urgent basis, and it
requires money. I know you cannot throw money at things, but it
requires more resources than we have been willing to devote, more
resources than the President has been willing to request, and we
just must do better, Mr. Chairman.

Senator GORTON. Thank you, Senator.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL H. TRUJILLO

Dr. Trujillo.

Dr. TRuJILLO. Thank you.

Senator GORTON. Your entire written statement, of course, will
be put into the record.

Dr. TRUJILLO. Yes. Good morning. Thank you very much for your
opening comments, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you for your comments, Senator Dorgan.

I certainly concur with your assessments and your views, espe-
cially of the Aberdeen area, where I also used to live. Unfortu-
nately, your description is sometimes the case with regard to hous-
ing. Economic opportunities and education play a major role in
communities, individuals, and families.

This morning, I am accompanied by three of my staff members.
On your far left is Mr. Gary Hartz, who is in charge of environ-
mental, sanitation, and also our health care programs; Mr. Mike
Lincoln, who is the deputy director of our agency; and Dr. Kermit
Smith, who is our chief medical officer for the agency. All of us
have had field time, have come up through the ranks, and know
the field, hospitals, tribal, and urban programs well.

ORAL STATEMENT

We have submitted a written statement for the record, which you
have, and to summarize our budget, as you had stated earlier, we
have proposed a $229 million increase, which is approximately a
9.25 percent increase over the fiscal year appropriations of last
year. Our budget authority is about $2.6 billion.

To put it in perspective, the Department of Health and Human
Services budget authority is $421.4 billion. Its discretionary portion
of that budget for the Department is $48.5 billion. That discre-
tionary budget is about 10.8 percent.

The Agency, the Indian Health Service, represents 0.6 percent of
the Department’s overall budget authority, and 5.3 percent of its
discretionary budget, so we are a small portion of the entire De-
partment of Health and Human Services budget.
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In our proposed budget, we also estimate collections from Medi-
care, Medicaid, and insurance

Senator GORTON. I would like to interrupt——

Dr. TRUJILLO. Yes.

Senator GORTON [continuing]. With a question right now. You
are sort of an odd part of our appropriations bill here for the De-
partment of the Interior, and we have a quote here that you are
competing against the moose and the deer, parks, and all kinds of
items that are very, very different.

Do you, just as a personal opinion, think you might be better off
with the Department of Health and Human Services budget, where
you would be treated along with other health care activities in the
United States? Would that be an advantage to you, or are you bet-
ter off here with us?

Dr. TRUJILLO. Well, sometimes it is advantageous that we know
the moose and the deer well. We live with them on our reserva-
tions.

There are pros and cons, of course, for remaining within the Inte-
rior side of the House or going with Labor, Health and Human
Services and Education. In Labor, Health and Human Services and
Education, we would certainly be with other health care and social
programs within the Department; however, we also would be com-
peting against perhaps an elephant and a rhinoceros when we are
competing against NIH and CDC. They are, respectfully, large ani-
mals within the Department.

They do assist Indian programs nationwide, and we are making
inroads to assure that some of their funds will also go to American
Indian and Alaska Native programs.

But we also need to look at the committee members. Many of you
who sit on the Interior Subcommittee are very familiar with Indian
programs and Indian affairs. Whether that is true on the Labor,
Health and Human Services and Education Subcommittee, I am
not sure. I think some of you also sit on that subcommittee, too.
But there are pros and cons.

From my personal position, I feel quite comfortable with the rela-
tionships we have established over the years with both the House
and the Senate subcommittees of the Interior. You know the budg-
et well. You know us. You know the country. Tribes and urban
groups also know you, and are respectful of that relationship. One
thing that we can always build upon, is the positive aspect of our
existing relationship.

Senator GORTON. Senator Dorgan and I are flattered by that
comment. Please go ahead with your statement.

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET

Dr. TRUJILLO. I would like to highlight a few items in our pro-
posed budget. In our clinical and preventive environmental pro-
grams, we are proposing a 7 percent increase, which is about $160
million.

Our contract health services proposal, which pays for services
that we obtain outside the Indian health program or tribal pro-
grams, is for a $41 million increase. Also, new staffing for some of
our facilities is $12 million that will go primarily towards the Hopi
health care program in Arizona and Talihina in Oklahoma.
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We have a category called health disparities, in which we have
categorized a number of health diseases that we unfortunately
have to contend with, such as cardiac, diabetes, cancer, and other
diseases. We have made a proposal for a $35 million increase in
that particular large group of disease categories.

The fund we utilize to help bring up health care programs which
have not achieved all their services in the highest level is called a
health equity or an Indian Health Care Improvement Fund. We
proposed an $8 million increase in that particular category.

We have to assess the salaries we pay our employees and em-
ployees in our tribal programs, because of inflation as well as the
pay raises that come in the Federal programs. We attempt to keep
salary parity with the other sectors of health care.

We are also trying to assure that we have appropriate data sys-
tems, patient management information systems, and epidemiology
data programs within our services, and we are proposing a $64 mil-
lion increase. We also have authorization to fund and work with
urban Indian health program centers, and in that category we are
proposing a $3 million increase.

In sanitation and health care facilities construction, we are pro-
posing a $20 million increase, for a total of $162 million. Most of
that increase will be going toward several facilities: Fort Defiance,
Winnebago, and Parker, Arizona. Hopefully there will be some
grants to tribes to begin some small out-patient ambulatory care
facilities.

We also will be looking at some modular dental clinics, which we
really need in the field, in Indian country, since our dental pro-
gram is in great need of better facilities. This also includes some
construction of sanitation systems.

As Senator Dorgan pointed out, our health care facilities some-
times do not meet appropriate modern-day standards. In fact, the
average age of Indian Health Service facilities across the Nation is
32 years old.

Last, to help support those tribes who are taking over, managing,
and administering their own health care programs through the
self-determination effort, we are requesting an increase in our con-
tract support cost funding. This fund is subject to appropriated and
available funds within the budget and within the Congress for ap-
propriation.

We are proposing a $40 million increase in contract support cost
funding to assist tribes who are taking over and managing their
own health care programs.

We have developed a new contract support costs policy with
tribes this past fiscal year, which was published in January of this
year. Now, all tribes will be able to benefit from this increase in
contract support costs when they take over their health care pro-
grams under the Self-Determination Act.

PER-CAPITA FUNDING, POPULATION GROWTH, FIXED COSTS

Unfortunately, despite the increases that we see across-the-board
and those that you and I mentioned, our per-capita funding for
American Indians and Alaska Natives across the Nation remains
relatively low compared to other populations.
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In 1994 dollars, the per-capita was $1,093, and in today’s dollars
it is $1,254. That is quite a difference from what the average Amer-
ican throughout the Nation receives for health care costs and ex-
penditures.

Also, in spite of the increase in our budget and our present pro-
posed budget, there is still a necessity for having some funding for
population growth. We have a rapidly growing population, as well
as new tribes coming into our system. In that category, we had
originally proposed a $44.5 million budget for Population Growth.

Inflation has really made substantial inroads in our programs,
and the programs of tribes and urban Indians. Senator Dorgan
mentioned the problem with pharmaceutical costs. In some cases,
some of our pharmacy supplies have increased 25 percent over the
past year-and-half, because of inflation and the increase costs for
drugs necessary to treat very complex diseases that chronic pa-
tients have. We estimate, to come back to parity, would require ap-
proximately $64.5 million.

Over the past several years, because of population growth, infla-
tion, and pay costs that were not fully funded, we have had to ab-
sorb within the agency, tribes, and urban programs close to three-
quarters of $1 billion. Funds to maintain the existing programs had
to come from somewhere, and they came primarily out of health
services, since we did not get those funding increases.

This year we are faced, of course, with the rescissions of fiscal
years 2000 and 2001, which impact upon all our programs across
our budgetary scene.

PARTNERSHIP WITH TRIBES AND URBAN GROUPS

The budget, for your information, has been developed in partner-
ship with tribal and urban programs. In fact, we have done that
for the past 3 years. The budget that you see before you is based
on many of the health priorities that were developed by the tribes
and urban programs. Those priorities are alcohol and substance
abuse, diabetes, and end-stage renal disease and its complications.

There are also priorities in cancer, mental health, elder care,
heart disease, injuries, and dental health. All those were consid-
ered in laying out the budgetary priorities, on where to concentrate
to maintain services, and where to increase services in some areas.

I personally have made numerous trips to the field. In fact, 1
spend about a third of my time in the field. Recently, I returned
from visiting tribes in Louisiana and Mississippi, and I just re-
turned this past Sunday night from a trip to the Northwest.

In each of my trips, I continue to see pride from the staff, their
creativity, and advances and what they are doing to deliver quality
care and improve access to their population, despite the lack of re-
sources, which has not come through time and time again.

As you said earlier, unfortunately, we still face major problems
in morbidity and mortality. We also face the remoteness at many
of our sites and a lack of access to health services. The difficulty
of just providing basic services on limited resources can sometimes
severely impact individual patient care and families who come for
services.

As Senator Dorgan and you mentioned, I also see in my travels,
the impact of poverty, the lack of employment and educational op-
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portunities, poor housing, the lack of roads and transportation
services, especially in the Aberdeen, Navajo, and Alaska areas. In
addition, I also see individuals who do not see a productive life in
their future.

Finally, many times American Indians and Alaska Natives across
the Nation unfortunately face discrimination and the negative ef-
fects of racism.

What do our young American Indians and Alaska Natives see in
the future? What is in the future for them and their children, and
their children’s children?

Mr. Chairman, I am extremely respectful of the budgetary proc-
ess and what has gone on prior to sitting here before this com-
mittee today, and the negotiations that will occur in the near fu-
ture; however, I still am accountable as a health professional. I
have spent most of my career in the field and I have seen the ef-
fects of a lack of resources.

Earlier this year, the leaderships of tribal and urban programs
presented a budget to the Secretary, as well as the Assistant Sec-
retary for Management and Budget, Mr. John Callahan. In their
budget, to bring parity to our American Indians and Alaska Na-
tives health care programs across the Nation, it would take ap-
proximately $15.1 billion today. Today, we are proposing a budget
of $2.6 billion. There is a slight gap between the two figures.

I think, we and the Department and tribes have to fill the sig-
nificant gap that will still exist, despite the increases that we may
see from the budgetary process.

We are trying to minimize the negative effects of the gap on In-
dian Health Service, tribal and urban programs by reaching out to
foundations, universities, and other organizations to see how they
may assist us in our efforts, and leveraging the relationship and
funding from other Federal agencies, so that they also see the ne-
cessity and the responsibility to provide funding in programs for
American Indians and Alaska Natives across the Nation.

We are also working in any way we can with States and State
Governors to make sure that we are all working in concert to pro-
vide American Indians and Alaska Natives appropriate resources
and access to care that they are rightfully entitled to and to
strengthen, collaboratively, the infrastructure of Indian commu-
nities so that they have a better economic base and better edu-
cational and social service systems, that they have better housing
and judicial systems, and that we work towards continuity, consist-
ency, and efficiency of their programs.

I look forward to working with you and your staff this year, and
in the next several months, to see what we all can do to bring im-
mediate resources to American Indian and Alaska Native health
care programs.

I think we all need to correct the great disparities that exist in
Indian country, as compared to the rest of the Nation. In this new
millennium and in this new century we must work together to do
things better than we have in the last century, and certainly the
one previous to that.
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PREPARED STATEMENT

The Congress, the administration, and American Indian and
Alaska Native tribes must work together in a meaningful manner
so that Indian youth and all Indian people may look forward to a
more fruitful and productive life, instead of poor economic condi-
tions, poor education, the lack of other opportunities, and to see
that they can also be healthy, productive citizens, not only for their
communities in their Indian Nations, but to their States and to the
Nation as a whole.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL H. TRUJILLO

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: Good morning. I am Dr. Michael
H. Truyjillo, Director of the Indian Health Service (IHS). Today, I am accompanied
by Michel E. Lincoln, Deputy Director, Dr. Kermit C. Smith, Chief Medical Officer,
Gary J. Hartz, Acting Director of Office of Public Health, and Dr. W. Craig
Vanderwagen, Director, Division of Clinical and Preventive Services, Office of Public
Health. We are also accompanied by Dennis P. Williams, Assistant Secretary for
Budget, Department of Health and Human Services. We are pleased to have this
opportunity to testify on the fiscal year 2001 President’s budget request for the In-
dian Health Service.

As you know, the THS has the responsibility for the delivery of health services
to Federally-recognized American Indians and Alaska Natives (AI/AN’s) through a
system of IHS, tribal, and urban (I/T/U) operated facilities and programs based on
treaties, judicial determinations, and Acts of Congress. The mission of the agency
is to raise the physical, mental, social, and spiritual health of American Indians and
Alaska Natives to the highest level, in partnership with the population served. The
agency goal is to assure that comprehensive, culturally acceptable personal and pub-
lic health services are available and accessible to the service population. The mis-
sion and goal are addressed through four agency strategic objectives, which are to
(1) improve health status; (2) provide health services; (3) assure partnerships and
consultation with IHS, Tribal, and Urban programs; and (4) perform core functions
and advocacy.

For the third year now, development of the IHS budget request originated at the
health services delivery level. As full partners with the IHS in delivering needed
health care to AI/AN’s, Tribal and Urban programs participate at all levels of formu-
lating the budget request and annual performance plan. The combined expertise of
the THS, Tribal, and Urban Program health providers, administrators, technicians,
and elected officials, as well as the public health professionals at the Area and
Headquarters offices, has resulted in a powerful statement of the health care fund-
ing needs for AI/AN people. The mission to address the disparities in health in the
AI/AN population is tremendous and overwhelming at times. Comparing the 1994—
1996 Indian (IHS Service Area) age-adjusted death rates with the U.S. All Races
population in 1995, the death rates in the AI/AN population is 7 times greater for
alcoholism, 6 times greater for tuberculosis, 3.5 times greater for diabetes, and 3
times greater for unintentional injuries.

The fiscal year 2001 President’s budget request and performance plan represents
a significant investment reducing the health disparities that prevail in the Amer-
ican Indian and Alaska Native population. It is consistent with the President’s fiscal
year 2001 Native American Budget Initiative, the Agency’s mission, the Depart-
ment’s strategic plan, and the Department of Health and Human Services’ (DHHS)
Initiative to Eliminate Racial and Ethnic Disparities in Health.

The President proposes a total net increase of $230 million to the IHS budget in
fiscal year 2001 above the fiscal year 2000 appropriation. This request provides an
additional $178 million for current service items including contract support costs,
pay related increases and health care facilities construction. There are $104 million
in program increases for services and facilities. In addition, this request includes a
$52 million decrease in non-recurring funds for health care facilities construction
and a reduction in funding for medical equipment associated with non-recurring
Y2K funding. These significant investments will continue to improve the IHS, Trib-
al, and Urban programs’ capacity and infrastructure to provide access to high qual-
ity primary and secondary medical services, and basic preventive services, and begin
to slow down recent declines in certain health status indicators.
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From a policy perspective, this budget request is perhaps the most strongly sup-
ported proposal in the Agency’s history; it is based on both new and longstanding
Federal policy and commitment for improving health status by assuring the avail-
ability of basic health care services for members of Federally recognized Indian
tribes. The request supports the following four policy initiatives:

—President’s fiscal year 2001 Native American Budget Initiative, which rep-
resents the largest Native American Budget Initiative ever. In order to better
serve Native American communities and to honor the Federal government’s
trust responsibility to tribes, the President’s budget includes a total of $9.4 bil-
lion for key new and existing programs that assist Native Americans and In-
dian reservations. This total is an increase of $1.2 billion over fiscal year 2000—
the largest increase ever. This initiative brings together several agencies in
order to address the needs of Native American communities comprehensively,
including $2.6 billion for the Indian Health Service.

—President’s Race Initiative, specifically the HHS Initiative to Eliminate Racial
and Ethnic Disparities in Health,

—Proposed Healthy People 2010 and its goal of achieving equivalent and im-
proved health status for all Americans over the next decade,

—DHHS Strategic Plan with goals to reduce major threats to health and produc-
tivity of all Americans; improve the economic and social well-being of individ-
uals and families, and communities in the United States; improve access to
health services and ensure the integrity of the Nation’s health entitlement and
safety net program; improve the quality of health care and human services; and
improve public health systems.

In addition, the Indian Health Care Improvement Act also reflects the reaffirma-

tion of the U.S. government’s commitment to Indian tribes to improve the health
of their people. The Act states:

“The Congress hereby declares that it is the policy of this Nation, in fulfillment
of its special responsibilities and legal obligations to the American Indian people to
assure the highest possible health status for Indians and urban Indians and to pro-
vide all the resources necessary to affect that policy.”

Furthermore, the President of the United States reaffirmed the significance of the
“government to government” relationship between tribes and the Federal govern-
ment in his Executive memorandum of April 1994, concerning consultation with
American Indian and Alaska Native tribal leadership.

The primary policy basis for this budget request is eliminating health disparities
between the AI/AN population and the general U.S. population. The request sup-
ports this intent by continuing to invest in access to the basic health services, in-
cluding assuring that there are adequate facilities and medical equipment for the
provision of health services, providing adequate support services to the tribal health
delivery system, and holding the line against further loss of health status improve-
ments or actual declines in health status.

A major priority in the budget proposal is to restore access to basic health serv-
ices. The THS has demonstrated the ability to effectively utilize available resources
to provide effective services and improve the health status of AI/AN people. How-
ever, this record of achievement has eroded in recent years in the face of competing
priorities, including an increase in patient demand to provide more acute and ur-
gent care treatment. Thus, to redress the declining access to essential individual
and community health services, the Area IHS, Tribal, and Urban programs identi-
fied funding of personnel-related costs and increases associated with on-going serv-
ices as their first priority for budget increases for fiscal year 2001. In an effort to
maintain the current level of services, the budget request includes $60.675 million
for pay cost increases which meets 100 percent of the projected costs; $11.720 mil-
lion to fund the staffing and operating costs of those facilities that will open in fiscal
year 2001 or have recently opened; a total of $65.237 million to fund the design and
construction of replacement health care facilities including $2.513 million for the
Small Ambulatory Grant Program; and $40 million for Contract Support Costs.

The replacement of existing clinics and hospitals is an essential component of sup-
porting access to services and improving health status. In the long run this assures
that there are functional facilities and medical equipment for the effective and effi-
cient provision of health services. The average age of IHS facilities is 32 years. The
budget request includes a total of $65.237 million for replacement of existing health
care facilities. This amount will fully-fund the third and final phase of construction
of the hospital at Fort Defiance, Arizona; the design of the Fort Defiance, AZ staff
quarters; the second phase construction of the hospital at Winnebago, Nebraska in
fiscal year 2001 with final funding to complete construction in fiscal year 2002
through advance appropriations; the final phase of the construction of a health cen-



10

ter at Parker, Arizona; the design of a health center at Pawnee, Oklahoma; and 3
modular dental units.

Also critical is the provision of adequate contract supports costs necessary to sup-
port the health services provided by tribal health programs. These requested funds
are necessary for tribal communities to assure that there are utilities, training, cler-
ical staff, administrative and financial services needed to operate health programs.
Without this contract support funding, these support services are either not avail-
able or must be funded from resources that would otherwise fund health service ac-
tivities. This investment is consistent with the Administration’s commitment to ex-
pand tribal participation in the management of Federally funded programs, and re-
inforces the principles of the Indian Self-Determination Act.

The fiscal year 2001 budget includes an increase of $40 million over the fiscal
year 2000 enacted level for contract support costs (CSC). This amounts to a 17.5
percent increase over the fiscal year 2000 level. The increase is necessary to provide
CSC funding for new and expanded tribal programs to be contracted in fiscal year
2001. The $40 million increase will first be used to provide CSC for new assump-
tions of ITHS programs under self-determination agreements. No new contracts will
be funded at a higher funding level than the minimum percentage funded for exist-
ing contracts in fiscal year 2001. To the extent the $40 million is not needed for
new assumptions, it will be used to increase contract support cost funding for exist-
ing contracts.

In fiscal year 2000, the THS, in conjunction with the National Congress of Amer-
ican Indians and the Contract Support Cost Workgroup, consulted with Tribal lead-
ers on solutions to the critical issues surrounding CSC funding. This effort involved
in excess of 10 meetings with Tribal leaders and resulted in development of joint
Federal/tribal recommendations that were incorporated into a new IHS policy on
contract support costs. I formally adopted the new policy in January and will be im-
plemented fiscal year 2000.

The requests that I have just described provide a continued investment required
to maintain and support the ITHS, Tribal, and Urban Indian public health system
to provide access to high quality medical and preventive services as a means of im-
proving health status. The following proposals are intended to restore access to
basic health services.

The request includes $85.589 million to address health disparities by targeting
the specific disease entities identified as priority areas by the IHS, Tribal, and
Urban programs and responsible for much of the disparity in health status for the
AT/AN population. Alcohol & substance abuse, diabetes, cancer, mental health, elder
health, heart disease, injuries, dental health, maternal & child health, domestic/
community violence, infectious diseases, and emergency medical services are the
specific health problems addressed with the funding proposed for health disparities.
Proposed increases of $40.9 million for Contract Health Services, $3.961 million for
Sanitation Facilities Construction, $2.027 million for Public Health Nurses, $3.339
million for Community Health Representatives, and $2.974 million for the Urban
health program are also included in the health disparities funding request.

Public health infrastructure is fundamental to these proposals. $18.974 million is
requested for information/telecommunication systems-tribal epidemiology centers,
the Indian Health Care Improvement Fund, Maintenance & Improvement, and Fa-
cilities & Environmental Health Support as part of the overall program increases
proposed by this budget. This request also includes a $2.1 million reduction in fund-
ing for medical equipment associated with non-recurring Y2K funding.

The proposed approach to addressing the health disparities supported by this
budget request strongly promotes the integration of clinical expertise from medical,
behavioral health, and community health staff in order to address the top I/T/U
health problems. The community-based public health model is strengthened by em-
phasizing prevention strategies throughout the clinical services activities as well as
by expanding the community health programs and supporting partnerships with
community resources such as public safety programs, schools, and other community-
based organizations.

The disparity in health status that the I/T/U’s must address is formidable, par-
ticularly in terms of death rates. Comparing the 1994-1996 Indian age-adjusted
death rates with the U.S. all races population in 1995 reveals greater death rates,
as much as 7 times greater, in the AI/AN population for alcoholism, tuberculosis,
diabetes, unintentional injuries, suicide, pneumonia and influenza, homicide, gastro-
intestinal disease, infant mortality, and heart disease. Even more alarming, the
most recent data documents that the mortality disparities for AI/AN people are ac-
tually worsening.

Given these formidable challenges, the IHS and its partners are pleased to
present this budget request for fiscal year 2001 as one that will improve access to
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basic health services and address the multiple health issues affecting AI/AN people.
The request and associated performance plan represent a cost-effective public health
approach to assure improvements in the health of AI/AN people. The request re-
flects the continued Federal commitment to enhance the IHS, Tribal, and Urban
public health system so that it can again continue to make significant improvements
in the health status of American Indian and Alaska Native people.

Thank you for this opportunity to discuss the fiscal year 2001 President’s budget
request for the IHS. We are pleased to answer any questions that you may have.

Senator GORTON. Thank you for an eloquent statement, Dr. Tru-
jillo.

This is one of those typical days in the session. We are going to
have a vote in just a very few minutes, and I have to leave for that.
Senator Dorgan had to go to another meeting, and has left some
questions that we will submit to you in writing. Senator Campbell
has also asked for the same privilege, and I will have some as
well—

Dr. TRUJILLO. Yes.

CONTRACT SUPPORT COSTS

Senator GORTON [continuing]. But there are a few that I would
like to submit to you right now before we leave, and just get your
thoughts on them.

One has to do with the distribution of contract support dollars.
We asked you in the current year’s appropriations bill to continue
to work with the tribes to come up with a fair distribution system,
and you have issued new guidelines on that. Your response has
been very, very prompt.

Tell me a little bit about, within the constraints of our time, how
you arrived at it, whether or not it is an ongoing process, and did
you get both OMB and the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices to support you?

Dr. TRUJILLO. Ever since last year’s congressional language, we
worked diligently with tribes on the contract support cost issue. We
met with individual tribes and tribal organizations throughout the
year, both in individual forums and in large national meetings.

We also had a joint task force, a group of primarily tribal leader-
ship and those who are very knowledgeable about the contract sup-
port cost issues, and we worked specifically with them and came
up with proposed drafts of the new policy. The draft policy was
then discussed in various forums and meetings with tribal leader-
ship across the Nation.

This took us approximately 9 to 10 months to do. I signed off in
January on a new policy that both the tribes and the Indian Health
Service agreed upon through compromise and working in all the as-
pects that we could. Now, tribes who are in the contracting and
compacting process can receive distribution of the contract support
cost dollars, and no tribe is above 100 percent. Each tribe can
share in some of the distribution. At the present time, if they do
not receive contract support costs or the full amount of their con-
tract support costs, their health program dollars go toward the ad-
ministrative and non-covered costs.

We certainly understand that that funding is limited to appro-
priated funds, and that it is allocated on a year-to-year basis. How-
ever, as we go forward in our operations, approximately 41 percent
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of the Indian Health Service total budget is now managed and ad-
ministered directly by tribes

Senator GORTON. And that percentage is increasing——

Dr. TRUJILLO [continuing]. And that percentage is increasing.
The increase is not specifically because of the changing rates or
anything, but it is because of the increasing number of tribes who
wish to take advantage of the self-determination process.

Senator GORTON. How many tribes have gone into new contracts?

Dr. TrRuJILLO. Over half of the 558 tribes have now entered into
the self-determination process through contracting and compacting.
Of course, it is the tribe’s decision as to what they wish to do,
whether to contract or remain within the Federal system.

Senator GORTON. Are you going to work yourself out of a job?

Dr. TruJIiLLO. I believe we have come to consensus that we all
need to work together in self-determination.

The necessity of having a Federal representative in Washington
and an agency to assist with advocacy of the budget, making sure
that the process of self-determination is adhered to, and to have
people at the table is critically important in the Federal program
and within the Administration. If we are not there, we can be lost
and be forgotten.

Mr. Lincoln, would you like to add anything on the contract sup-
port costs policy?

Mr. LINCOLN. Mr. Chairman, I think it is critical to know that
over this past year we had 10 Contract Support Cost meetings with
various tribal groups. And as a result of those meetings, the Na-
tional Congress for American Indians, who also had a contract sup-
port cost policy group, has endorsed the policy that Dr. Trujillo
signed in January. We believe that it is a sound policy.

Certainly, our general counsel, as we have had a number of law-
yers work the words from every side one can think of, we find it
is a policy that can be defended. As we allocate the fiscal year 2000
increase of $25 million, we will obviously gain more experience rel-
ative to the impact of the policy.

Senator GORTON. Has the OMB signed off on it?

Dr. TRUJILLO. Mr. Chairman, the OMB has expressed some con-
cerns about the policy, but the policy is in effect at this moment.

Senator GORTON. Thank you. I must say, I think your progress
on this is exemplary. I get very few groups that sit before me when
we have given them instructions 4 or 5 months ago and can tell
me about any results. You have done very well on it.

Dr. TRUJILLO. Well, thank you. It has also come with a great deal
of effort from the tribes and those representatives who were part
of the work group.

IMPACT OF RESCISSION

Senator GORTON. You mentioned in passing the impact of the re-
scissions. Give me a little more detail on that. Has there been a
real impact on operations from those rescissions? Did you just have
the straight 0.38 percent, three-eighths of 1 percent?

Dr. TRuJILLO. We made a proposal and worked with the Sec-
retary and the Assistant Secretary for Management and Budget in
regard to the need in Indian country. They were receptive, in that
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we did not receive the full 0.38 percent, but rather a 0.28
percent——

Senator GORTON. 0.28 percent.

Dr. TRuJILLO. Yes, 0.28 percent—versus other agencies within
the Department. So we were looked upon a little bit more favorably
in that respect.

However, the effect of the rescission also was towards congres-
sional earmarks and some specific increases; and some of those
congressional earmarks are of necessity, and some facilities, sanita-
tion and engineering projects were eliminated, as well as decreases
in some of our clinical programs.

Mr. Lincoln, would you like to mention a little bit more on that?

Mr. LINCOLN. Mr. Chairman, the amount of the rescission was
$6.9 million. That equaled a 0.28 percent rescission. The instruc-
tions that were given from the White House and from the Office
of Management and Budget caused some restrictions in how we
would actually take those rescissions.

So we do have information on a line-by-line item, on a sub-
category item that we can make available to the committee, if you
would like to see those.

Senator GORTON. Well, we had dual concerns. We thought that
the appropriation we made was important for you. We had to bal-
ance the budget, and cannot work with the President on that.

I am really interested not so much in the accounting, as to
whether or not there was any genuine suffering from the point of
the view of the health services that you are providing.

Dr. TRUJILLO. There are two persons who I would like to call on,
Mr. Gary Hartz, who could mention a couple areas in facilities and
engineering, and Dr. Smith, on some of the clinical effects that
happened through the rescission.

Mr. HARTZ. The facilities got hit for about $1.6 million. In some
of the projects that are set up for phased funding, our intent would
be to catch up the differential in subsequent years to finish the
phased funding for facilities. There were some places where the 8
percent was targeted at projects where funding in fiscal year 2000
was expected to be the end of the funding cycle.

An example that quickly comes to mind would be the support for
the Hopi quarters project, where the tribe was financing their con-
struction costs. The Congress came to their support by helping
them offset part of their loan, which then got hit by an 8 percent
reduction.

Dr. SMITH. As far as the health services program is concerned,
any decrease, of course, is always significant, in my mind, because
of the current funding. We are particularly concerned about the
Community Health Representatives program.

This is the program for primary health care providers in each of
our communities. As you are probably aware, over the years this
program has been on the firing line, and yet I consider it very in-
strumental in the entire health care team that we have in our serv-
ice areas.

One of the other areas is diabetes, specifically the Joslin Clinic
with whom we have established a relationship, took a minor cut.
However, we had allotted money last year to start a program, so
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since we are just in the process of developing it, we will make some
modifications in that program.

Senator GORTON. Well, I have a parochial part of the question.
There was a modest $23,000 reduction, an amount dedicated to the
Shoalwater, in Washington State, for infant mortality research.

Does that affect the study, or do you feel that you could do the
study with a little bit less money?

Dr. TruJiLLO. We thought that we can do the study with this
amount of funding. The study was getting under way. We are still
developing plans with the Shoalwater Tribe to address this, so we
feel that we will be able to continue investigating this tragedy on
the Shoalwater Reservation.

ELEVATION TO ASSISTANT SECRETARY

Senator GORTON. One more thing, Dr. Trujillo, your own per-
sonal status as to whether or not the House ever gets through with
making your position that of Assistant Secretary for Indian Health:
Would that create a substantive improvement in your relationships
with the Department and the administration in general, particu-
larly on the budget?

Dr. TRUJILLO. Mr. Chairman, I do believe it will. The administra-
tion, from the President to the Secretary, is supportive of this par-
ticular elevation of the Agency to the Assistant Secretary level.

The ability to be at the table, as I mentioned earlier, is critically
important. Especially when there are budgetary and priority issues
to be set within the Department or in other Federal agencies,
where only Assistant Secretaries are able to attend.

I remember one time when I first arrived in Washington, there
was a meeting of the tribal leadership with President Clinton at
the White House. Assistant Secretaries were able to enter into the
White House.

The Assistant Secretary for the Bureau of Indian Affairs was
able to enter onto the lawn of the White House and be a part of
the meeting. But I was relegated to the theater to watch the pro-
gram on TV. Unfortunately, I did not see all the proceedings be-
cause the TV died.

So there are sometimes critical meetings that, unfortunately, I
cannot attend. In this political atmosphere and in Washington, the
title does make a difference. I believe the Assistant Secretary posi-
tion will be a benefit nationwide to American Indians and Alaska
Natives to give them a voice in very critical and important budg-
etary and priority decision meetings of the administration.

Senator GORTON. Thank you. Thank you very much.

I have other questions. I will submit them in writing.

We now have the chairman of the full committee, who has a
great deal to say. I do not know how much time is available, but
at least a few more minutes longer. I defer to Senator Stevens.

Senator STEVENS. I am not sure that I can fulfill that obligation
in the time we have available with the time we have left. Is the
vote on now?

Senator GORTON. Well, I guess the vote has started.

Senator STEVENS. I do welcome you here, Dr. Trujillo.

Senator GORTON. I will let Senator Stevens complete the hearing.

Thank you very much, Dr. Trujillo. I appreciate your help.
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Dr. TRuJILLO. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS [presiding]. I do have some concerns that I
would like to express about the budget. The President’s budget
does call for a substantial increase, $229 million, in the Health
Service.

Of this amount, only $2.8 million as requested for alcohol and
substance abuse, which I consider still to be the worst scourge that
has hit our Native and Indian people, and I am painfully aware of
the extent of that in my State.

I am sure you know we have the dubious honor of having the
highest per capita rate of fetal alcohol syndrome and fetal alcohol
effect in the Nation. We have the highest rates of suicide for young
native men now in the country, at seven times the national aver-
age. More than 70 percent, I am told, of those suicides are related
to alcohol and perhaps the percentage may be even higher.

I think we are at risk now of losing a whole generation of young
Native leaders because of alcohol, and we have really not been able
to get together on this. I have been talking to the attorney gen-
eral’s people about this for some time.

When I was out in the West Coast last year, one of the leaders
of a small village told me that when he leaves my town, as he
called it, of Anchorage, he has to go through a metal detector, sub-
ject to being searched, to see whether he is a danger to other peo-
ple on the aircraft.

He said, “We cannot search your people when they come into my
town to find out if they are carrying drugs or alcohol.”

The Constitution prevents unreasonable search and seizures.
This morning on the television it was indicated that some people
think if there is a suspicion that someone has a gun, that is enough
to have the right to search that individual. They are asserting that,
I believe, in one of the Supreme Court cases today.

When we look at it, I think that the incidence of drugs that come
from Colombia all the way out in the little villages in the West
Coast of Alaska makes us suspect that people from outside of the
village are bringing it in. We have to find some way to search for
drugs and alcohol, and really clamp down on this.

Our State gave those villages the right to vote to go dry. Thus,
we have one State where you can actually, by local option, prohibit
the possession of alcohol, but there is no authority to search the
boxes, and the freight, and the suitcases that come into these dry
villages, and that is from where it is coming. The Postal Service
has cooperated on it, absolutely, but we have not been able to find
the answer.

I do hope that there will be some further appreciation of the real
importance of alcohol and drug abuse as we look at your budget.
I hope you will not be surprised if we reallocate some of that
money to make certain that there is an emphasis in that area that
should be there.

I am also concerned over the President’s budget request that the
funding for new school construction under BIA be more than dou-
bled to over $300 million, while at the same time he requests only
a $14.8 million increase in Indian Health Service funding for hos-
pital and health facility construction.
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I understand the need for more schools, but the backlog that you
have in the IHS for hospitals and clinics is so severe now that I
do not think we will have the ability to catch up if we do not do
something about it now, and start. I hope also that the sub-
committee will agree with me that we have to pay some attention
to that.

In my State, we took over the BIA schools, as you know——

Dr. TRUJILLO. Yes.

Senator STEVENS [continuing]. And the allocation of so much
money to BIA schools misses the fact that the State of Alaska took
over the Alaska BIA schools, and left the health responsibilities to
the Federal Government. We were assured at the time that funding
for Native health would be maintained, and it has not been.

So I hope to have the subcommittee’s understanding for more eq-
uitable distribution of requested construction increases to help
Alaska, which now has more tribes in it than the whole country
put together, as a result of the decision by Ada Deer at BIA, to
classify Alaska Native villages as tribes.

There is a rising level of expectation among my Native people be-
cause of that action that is not met by this budget. As a matter
of fact, the budget is a severe blow to those people who thought
that they were going to have more recognition and funding when
they were classified as tribes.

I do think that there are also some problems about the IHS cost
estimates and the backlog of construction. I do not want to get the
GAO involved in this yet, but it does seem to me that IHS cost-
to-construct estimates in Alaska are much higher than they need
to be.

We have another problem: because of the designation of all of our
villages as tribes, there is now a growing feeling that each tribe
should have its own hospital.

In the south 48 that is probably pretty close to being true, but
we have 227 to 247 villages that are now tribes, and it is just be-
yond our financial capability to do that. So we have already region-
alized the State-wide service with the Native Medical Center in
Anchorage, and I do believe that we have to get down to a point
where we coordinate the delivery of health services on a regional
basis in our State so it will be fair.

I want to work with you on that, but this concept of dealing with
almost 250 tribes in one State just will not work, as far as this
budget is concerned.

Dr. TRUJILLO. Yes.

Senator STEVENS. You cannot do it, and we cannot do it, and we
have to find somebody to make that decision, as unpopular as it
might be in my State.

Three years ago I authored a provision that prohibits the villages
from pulling out of regional health systems. It was required in
order that there be stability in those regional facilities; otherwise,
we would have faced the small clinics that had no capability in the
modern sense, and isolated the regional hospitals that had the ca-
pability to deliver modern health care.

I do think that there is some flexibility that is required in that
legislation, and we all are going to be asked to think about that.
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I urge you to use caution on it, and I want the Congress to use cau-
tion on it.

I want to thank you in your service for what you are doing to
work with us. I do not think any area in which you work has
unique isolation, the weather conditions, the geography, or really
the isolation for some of your people, that we have in Alaska.

Last, since we are so far behind in construction, I want to ask
you to take a look at the concept of having a period of time in
which we would authorize private construction of health facilities,
and have ITHS lease them back.

I think we could get several hospitals and clinics done in a very
short period of time if it was possible to use the funds of the var-
ious regional organizations, and to lease those facilities to provide
health services that are the responsibility of IHS. Instead of wait-
ing for the Federal dollars to become available for the construction,
we would have them go ahead and construct and lease them the
way we did post offices for several years when we were just so far
behind we could not replace them.

It is going to be an interesting year for us in reviewing your
budget, because I have had a lot of people, and that is a long way
to come, fly in here just to talk about the problems of health care
in one or two villages, and there has been a whole series of people
who have come in from the State to talk to me about what to do
about this budget. I look forward to working with you.

I promise you that I will not try to surprise you in any way, but
I will have a lot of questions. I may give you a couple for the
record, but I do not have them with me here today.

The next committee meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, March
22nd, at 9:30, when we will hear from the Forest Service.

Thank you very much.

Dr. TrRuJiLLO. Thank you, Senator Stevens. I appreciate your
comments very much, and I look forward to working with you and
your staff. In fact, I hope to get up to Alaska in July and pay my
annual visit for sure, to go to some of the areas that I have not
been to yet, and I fully understand the problems that

Senator STEVENS. I look forward to welcoming you, and I look
forward to you having the classification of Assistant Secretary. I
served in the administration for about 5 years in days gone by, and
it makes a lot of difference.

Dr. TRUJILLO. Thank you, Senator.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Agency for response subsequent to the hearing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SLADE GORTON
DISTRIBUTION OF CONTRACT SUPPORT FUNDS

The distribution of contract support dollars to tribes has been the single most de-
bated issue for Congress and the IHS in recent years. In the conference report that
accompanied the fiscal year 2000 appropriations bill, IHS was directed to continue
its work with the tribes in an effort to produce a distribution policy that would cor-
rect the wide disparities in the funding of existing contracts. In recent months, THS
has issued new guidelines for determining how contract support funds are to be dis-
tributed.
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Question. Please give us a brief overview of the new policy and what it will
achieve in terms of greater equity among tribes?

Answer. The current THS contract support cost policy is titled IHS CSC Circular
No. 2000-01. Under this policy CSC appropriations are divided into three separate
pools of funding before it is allocated to tribes. Any funds appropriated for CSC as-
sociated with new or expanded contracts and compacts are placed into “Pool No. 1.”
These funds are then allocated to all eligible awardees with new or expanded pro-
grams who have submitted a request for CSC prior to July 3rd of the current fiscal
year. The pre-award and startup costs of all tribes with new or expanded programs
are paid first, then the remaining funds are allocated to those tribes with new or
expanded programs based on their overall level of CSC need funded. Those tribes
with the greatest unfunded CSC estimates are funded first, up to the total of the
need associated with their new or expanded programs, before funding is provided
to other tribes. The goal is to raise the overall level of CSC funded to the highest
possible level given the level of CSC funding appropriated for new or expanded pro-
grams.

Funding for inflation and other salary-related and operating cost increases is
placed in “Pool No. 2.” When appropriated by Congress. These funds are provided
as an increase to all tribes with direct CSC funding based an inflationary factor.
All tribes will receive an increase proportionate to their current direct CSC funding.

Finally, “Pool No. 3” is intended to contain any funds appropriated by the Con-
gress for existing contractors and compactors, for CSC for which tribes are eligible,
based on indirect cost rates and other negotiated costs, which has not been funded.
These funds are provided to all tribes on a pro-rata basis. Those tribes with the
greatest “CSC shortfalls” receive proportionately greater increases than do those
tribes with lesser “shortfalls.”

Question. This policy was adopted after lengthy consultation with tribes. What cri-
teria did the tribes consider important in drafting a new policy? Is there consensus
among the tribes in support of the revisions that have been made?

Answer. The single most important factor to tribes was their recognition that full
CSC funding is authorized by the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assist-
ance Act and the IHS policy should work toward that as a goal. Tribes who are not
yet funded at 100 percent of their CSC need should not have their funding reduced
in order to provide that funding to other tribes.

There was general consensus among tribes that this version of the ITHS CSC policy
reflected a vast improvement over prior policies. While there was general consensus
that the policy represented a fair and equitable approach to allocating CSC in an
environment where the Congress has failed to appropriate sufficient funds, this was
not a unanimous consensus. Tribal Governments are as unique as states or individ-
uals and total consensus among them is rare.

Question. Is there are specific process for tribal consultation that you can describe
to us? Did tribal consultation provide the opportunity for all tribes to contribute to
the process?

Answer. The process for tribal consultation on the IHS CSC Policy may be some-
what unique to this policy. The IHS maintains a relationship with tribal leaders,
administrators, and technicians as a part of our standing “CSC Workgroup.” This
workgroup has been in existence for over 10 years. The membership on this
workgroup is open and voluntary. Therefore, it has been somewhat fluid and chang-
ing over the years. The THS uses this workgroup as a means of discussion and ad-
vice concerning CSC issues. Drafts of the current IHS CSC Circular were first devel-
oped by this workgroup. It, and even a more technical sub-workgroup of this group,
met some 10 times over the course of a year and a half to develop the final draft
of the policy.

The true government to government consultation process commenced at this point
in that the final draft of the Circular was mailed to all elected tribal leaders and
tribal health directors and IHS Area offices for comment and recommendations. The
THS also presented the draft Circular at regional and national meetings looking for
tribal input. All tribes were given an opportunity for input. The comment period was
even extended in order to provide additional time for tribes to comment. At the close
of the extended comment period, the IHS CSC Workgroup convened again to rec-
ommend adoption or rejection of specific comments received. Subsequent to that
meeting, a revised draft of the Circular was presented to the Director, IHS for sig-
nature.

?uegtion. Does the Department of Health and Human Services support the new
policy?

Answer. The Department expressed support for the implementation of the new
policy in a letter, dated August 1, 2000, to Congressman Regula, Chairman of the
Interior Appropriations Subcommittee.



19

MORATORIUM LIFTED ON NEW CONTRACTS/COMPACTS

Following a court ruling this past summer, which held that contract support funds
are subject to appropriation, the two-year moratorium on entering into new con-
tracts was dropped for fiscal year 2000. In addition, $12.5 million was included in
a fund designated specifically to support the costs associated with new and ex-
panded contracts and compacts.

Question. To date, how many tribes have sought to enter into new contracts and
compacts in fiscal year 2000?

Answer. The Indian Health Service has received 50 requests from 39 separate
tribes or tribal organizations for new contracts and compacts in fiscal year 2000 and
is now processing these requests for the purpose of funding contract support costs.
Some tribes have multiple requests encompassing different programs or activities
for which they have contracted.

Question. What portion of the funds associated with new contracts do you expect
to use in this fiscal year?

Answer. It is projected that the full $12.5 million will be used to fund the 50 new
contracted or compacted programs.

Question. Looking toward the next few years, what can we expect in terms of
numbers of tribes seeking new contracts and compacts and the amount of additional
funds that will be required to support them? Do you expect a steady expansion of
tribally operated programs or do you foresee a leveling off of activity?

Answer. Generally, there should be a leveling off of tribal contracting and com-
pacting activities. However, the Navajo Nation’s plan to contract all of their health
activities from IHS can and would increase CSC estimates for new contracts dra-
matically.

REQUEST FOR CONTRACT SUPPORT LANGUAGE

The fiscal year 2001 THS budget estimate includes a request for bill language
specifying that the appropriation for contract support is available first for new and
expanded contracts/compacts, which would receive contract support costs at the min-
imum percentage of need funded for existing contracts/compacts in fiscal year 2001.
Any remaining portion of the total sum appropriated would be used for contract sup-
port costs of existing contracts/compacts.

Question. Does this request support the policy that IHS has recently imple-
mented? Please explain why this language is necessary.

Answer. The language was included to ensure that sufficient funding was avail-
able to accommodate a major increase in new contracting (e.g., a proposal from the
Navajo Nation) while leaving funding not needed for new contracts available to in-
crease CSC funding for existing contracts. One of the difficulties of budgeting for
CSC is uncertainty over the amount that will be needed to fund new contract pro-
posals. The requested language would provide different levels of CSC funding for
new and existing contracts. By contrast, the new policy funds tribes according to
their total CSC need from both new and existing contracts.

FISCAL YEAR 2000 RESCISSIONS

As part of the final agreement during last year’s budget negotiations, a .38 per-
cent across-the-board reduction was included in the fiscal year 2000 appropriations
bill. The amount by which THS activities were reduced was $6.8 million.

Question. Are there activities that will feel an immediate impact from these reduc-
tions? Or can these decreases be absorbed with relatively little disruption to ongoing
activities?

Answer. In general, disruption of services had a more immediate impact in on-
going activities and the least impact on new activities. There were some programs
that felt an immediate impact. The most immediate impact was felt in the lease
package for the Anchorage outpatient facility and in the Epidemiology Center at
Northwest Portland Area Indian Health Board. New programs, such as the phar-
macy residency program, were less dramatically impacted since there were no ongo-
ing obligations adversely impacted in the way that the two activities above were im-
pacted.

Question. The 3 percent reduction of $1.5 million from the funding for community
health representatives is the largest that IHS sustained for any one line item. This
activity had been targeted earlier by the Administration for a proposed $5 million
reduction in its fiscal year 2000 budget. Congress restored that proposed reduction
following numerous protests from tribes who consider these employees a vital link
in their health care services. What impact, if any, will this rescission have on cur-
rent operations?
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Answer. The rescission of $1,466,000 reduced the increase for the CHR program
from $1,886,000 to $420,000. Approximately 1,600 CHR positions were supported in
ﬁls)cal year 1999 and we estimate that the rescission will reduce this number by
about 25.

Question. Earmarked construction funds for projects such as the Hopi Health Care
Center were also subject to reduction. This subcommittee would hope to restore
some of those reductions in the coming budget cycle. Nevertheless, that will mean
a delay in the availability of those funds for approximately one year. What impact,
if any, will the delay have on these projects?

Answer. For those construction projects that were reduced and are funded in
phases, the fiscal year 2001 President’s request includes the amounts to continue
or complete the projects. There would be no significant impact expected for these
projects if the rescission amount was restored after a 1-year delay. The rescissions
to the Congressional earmarks would result in one less staff quarter constructed at
the Zuni, NM location and $240,000 less for debt service for the Hopi tribe for pro-
viding staff quarters.

NEEDS-BASED BUDGET

While the ITHS request to Congress for fiscal year 2001 is $2.6 billion, the needs-
based budget assembled in conjunction with tribes at the beginning of the budget
process totaled $15.1 billion.

b %uesgion. Please describe the process that THS uses to develop its needs-based
udget?

Answer. IHS utilizes area IHS/Tribal/Urban budget teams to develop and submit
budget recommendations tied to specific area health and program priorities. These
recommendations are used to develop proposed national needs-based budget by rep-
resentatives of the area I/T/U budget teams. The National Indian Health Board,
Tribal Self Governance Advisory Committee, National Council on Urban Indian
Health and National Congress of American Indians formally adopt the national
needs-based proposed budget. The ITHS uses the budget recommendations as a basis
for the submission of the formal budget request.

Question. What particular issues of concern to tribes are not reflected in the budg-
et proposal forwarded to Congress?

Answer. The fiscal year 2001 budget request for Indian Health Service reflects the
most important priorities identified by the tribes within the overall context of the
proposed national budget.

MEDICAL INFLATION

The consumer price index for medical care increased 3.6 percent between 1999
and 1998. While recent IHS figures point to a higher overall inflation rate of 5.26
percent for the same period, additional statistics demonstrate that the cost of profes-
sional care rose by 8.79 percent; other professional care rose by 27.48 percent; and
the cost of drugs rose by 7.95 percent.

Question. Using the 3.9 percent figure authorized by OMB for the calculation of
medical inflation, approximately what amount did IHS determine it would need to
offset medical inflation in fiscal year 2001 and prevent the erosion of current fund-
ing levels for its programs?

Answer. Using the 3.9 percent factor, the total amount needed for medical infla-
tion in fiscal year 2001 is $46,326,000. The fiscal year 2001 request for IHS is $3.1
billion, a + $230 million increase over fiscal year 2000, including an increase of $125
million to maintain and restore access to basic health care services.

Question. Was any portion of this amount factored into the final IHS budget re-
quest for fiscal year 2001 or will the agency expected to absorb the entire amount?

Answer. The fiscal year 2001 President’s budget request did not include any funds
specifically to address inflationary cost increases although it did include $61 million
for increased pay costs. Our budget request was formulated based on the goal of re-
storing access to health services, which addresses fixed costs such as inflation and
pay, and on the goal of reducing the gap in health disparities between American
Indians and Alaska Natives and other Americans. It is really the combination of
this 2-pronged approach that allows us to improve health status. If the increase en-
tirely covered fixed costs, increase funding would have come at the expense of need-
ed program increases to address health disparities. Given the amount of additional
funding requested (+9.6 percent over fiscal year 2000) we believe the distribution
between fixed costs and program increases is appropriate.

Question. On a related note, some of the fiscal year 2001 agency budgets received
by this subcommittee propose to include amounts to meet the estimated 10 percent
increase in health insurance coverage for federal employees, underscoring the esca-
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lating costs of providing health care. Was IHS able to include this calculation in its
increase for staff benefits?

Answer. Salary amounts were calculated on projected pay increases and benefits
were calculated at fiscal year 2000 levels.

POPULATION GROWTH

The Native American and Alaska Native population is growing at the rate of 2.2
percent annually. The budget request for fiscal year 2001 makes no provision for
a corresponding adjustment in health services funding to meet this additional de-
mand1 SSI)ISd, in fact, the IHS has been absorbing these increases annually since fiscal
year .

Question. Approximately how much would IHS require to meet the additional de-
mands placed on the system? Have you had to refuse treatment to new patients?

Answer. While the fiscal year 2001 Budget does not provide a specific earmark
for population growth, it does provide an additional $125 million over the fiscal year
2000 enacted level to restore and maintain access to basic health care and an addi-
tional $105 million in program increases to help reduce health disparities. IHS esti-
mates that its service population (i.e., American Indian and Alaska Native living on
or near reservations) has been growing by 2 percent per year. Based on this growth
rate, we estimate that IHS, tribal, and urban (I/T/U) health programs would require
$44,543,000 to address natural population growth in fiscal year 2001. The I/T/U pro-
grams have not refused treatment to any eligible patients.

Question. Does this calculation also take into account newly recognized tribes that
enter the THS system? If not, where are those needs factored in to the budget?

Answer. This calculation only addresses the natural growth in the American In-
dian and Alaska Native population, i.e., births minus deaths. Health care for mem-
bers of newly recognized tribes has historically been addressed with the appropria-
tion for contract health services. The budget requests an additional $41 million
(+blO percent) for contract health services including funding for newly recognized
tribes.

Question. When coupled with unfunded medical inflation, how much have THS
and trib‘;ﬂ health programs declined in their ability to maintain a baseline of needed
services?

Answer. The total budget request for IHS is $3.1 billion, an increase of $1.0 billion
(+51 percent) since fiscal year 1993. Much of this increased funding has covered
the cost of medical inflation and increases in the population eligible for services.
Since the number of outpatient visits provided by IHS and tribal health programs
has increased steadily, the increasing demand for urgent care has taken priority
over non-urgent primary services (e.g., well-child visits). The $230 million increase
requested for fiscal year 2001 includes $105 million to provide additional health
services to Indian people, for example: continuing to increase the percentage of dia-
betes with good glycemic control; increasing water fluoridation compliance in the
Southwest; and increasing the number of hospital emergency departments which
identify and treat victims of family violence and neglect.

JOINT VENTURE PROGRAM

Section 818 of the Indian Health Care Improvement Act authorizes the THS to es-
tablish joint venture demonstration programs whereby tribes would acquire or con-
struct a health facility and lease it back to the IHS at no cost for at least 20 years.
The IHS would then take responsibility for providing the equipment, staff, operating
and maintenance costs.

Question. Three tribes were selected to participate in a demonstration program in
fiscal year 1991, but no funding has been provided since that time to initiate addi-
tional projects. How successful have these first projects been?

Answer. Three tribes were selected originally for the joint venture demonstration
program of 1991, prior to the creation of the authorization under the Indian Health
Care Improvement Act. Two tribes participated while the third tribe was unable to
obtain financing. Funding appropriated in fiscal years 1991 and 1993, totaling
$2,552,000, were used to equip the two joint venture demonstration projects; one in
Poteau, Oklahoma, for the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma, and one in Warm Springs,
Oregon, for the Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs. These two projects achieved
the following:

a. The new additional spaces met the specifications of the tribes and the THS at
the time of construction. The constructed facilities are still fully accredited. Each
new facility increased their capacity, so each health center was able to increase
their services by 100 percent. The operating efficiency was improved. Waiting times
were reduced significantly.
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b. The partnership in 1991 led to two new facilities, with minimal Federal Gov-
ernment outlay for construction. The new facilities operate with approximately the
same level of staffing as if the government had constructed them.

However, equipment funding in year 1 is only a small piece of the long-term fi-
nancial commitment associated with Joint Venture. For instance, if Congress ini-
tially funds $15 million for equipment for Joint Venture projects in year 1, subse-

uent additional appropriations of about $22 million per year, to the total cost of
%440 million for 20 years, will have to be available to address the IHS responsibil-
ities to staff and operate these facilities.

Question. To what extent do you believe that cooperative programs of this kind
would permit us to accelerate the construction schedule for much needed health fa-
cilities? Are tribes interested in exploring alternative options for constructing and
operating facilities?

Answer. Depending on how a Joint Venture program is administered, Joint Ven-
ture projects have the potential to complement the THS Health Facilities Construc-
tion Priority System (HFCPS) by allowing the construction of more health facilities
than could be built by using only IHS appropriations. The IHS understands that a
number of tribes, including some on the current priority list, could feasibly commit
their own resources for the JVCP. Likewise, it is envisioned that Small Ambulatory
Grants would be for construction of health care facilities smaller than those eligible
under the THS HFCPS.

Question. What annual amount does IHS estimate it would need to implement
and sustain a joint venture program?

Answer. A minimum of $2.5 million per year, under the facilities appropriation,
would be required to provide equipment for selected tribally constructed health care
facilities. Facilities funding is only a small piece of the long-term financial commit-
ment associated with the Joint Venture Construction Program. Once the facility is
built, IHS is responsible for its staffing and operating costs. If the Congress initially
funds $15 million for equipment for Joint Venture projects, subsequent year appro-
priations of up to about $22 million per year would have to be available for the IHS
to carry out its responsibilities to staff, operate and maintain the new facilities.

Question. Both this year and last, IHS proposed to include funds for joint venture
projects, but a request was not forwarded for the subcommittee’s consideration.
What were the reasons were given for not moving forward with this initiative?

Answer. The President’s fiscal year 2001 budget request is committed to sup-
porting access to health care services and improving the health status of American
Indian and Alaska Native people. This budget request provides a total of $65 million
for Health Care Facilities Construction and includes investments for the ongoing
construction of the replacement Fort Defiance Hospital and the Parker Health Cen-
ter. In addition, the budget request includes funding for the second-phase construc-
tion of the Winnebago Hospital, the design of the Fort Defiance Staff Quarters, the
design of the Pawnee Health Center, replacement dental units, and the Small Am-
bulatory Health Care Facility Construction Grants Program. Before moving ahead
on any Joint Venture projects, IHS will need to examine the following issues:

(a) Find a way to integrate and prioritize Joint Venture projects with the IHS Fa-
cilities Construction Priority List.

(b) Ensure that long-term costs associated with staffing and operations are con-
sistent with THS standards for providing health care facilities and services to Feder-
ally-recognized American Indians and Alaska Natives and can be accommodated by
future funding levels.

(c) Assure that funding committed to Joint Venture projects addresses priority
needs for health care facilities and the delivery of health care services with the
highest relative need.

FACILITIES ROUNDTABLE

The fiscal year 2000 conference report included a directive to revise the policy sys-
tem that determines priorities for construction funding. This past August, IHS con-
vened a working group to examine alternative methods for financing health care fa-
cilities that might give tribes options that are not available to them now.

Question. Has there been any further consideration of how the current priority
system for funding facilities construction might be redesigned to be of greater ben-
efit to tribes? Please explain.

Answer. The THS is in the process of establishing a tribal workgroup that will re-
view the current health care facilities construction priority system methodology.
This workgroup will make recommendations to the IHS regarding changes nec-
essary so that the prioritization process provides a greater benefit to all tribes. The
Workgroup will also make recommendations, as well as develop standards and cri-
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teria, for evaluating health care facilities needs and developing a comprehensive in-
ventory of needs for all ITHS, tribal, and urban health care facilities in Indian Coun-
try.

Question. Are there authorities that the IHS has in addition to the joint venture
program that would permit the agency to widen its scope of construction projects?

Answer. The Indian Health Care Improvement Act (IHCIA) provides several au-
thorities, including the Joint Venture Program that permits the Agency and tribes
to widen the scope of the construction program. Under Section 305, IHS is author-
ized to accept renovations and modernizations that a tribe makes to an IHS facility.
This program is limited to IHS facilities operated under a 638 contract. Under Sec-
tion 306, the THS may make grants to tribes for the construction, renovation, or
modernization of small ambulatory health centers. In addition to these Authorities
in the THCIA, Congress last year gave IHS the authority to use the Indian Health
Care Improvement Fund under the Services Appropriation for construction and ac-
quisition of space for expanding programs.

CONTRACT HEALTH SERVICES

Contract Health Service dollars enable IHS and tribal health programs to pur-
chase from hospitals and private health care providers medical care and services
that are not available within the IHS-supported direct care system. In fiscal year
2000, $407 million was appropriated to support this activity. A $41 million increase
is requested in fiscal year 2001.

Question. The Contract Health Services program is especially critical in areas
such as the Northwest, where there are no IHS hospitals. Do calculations for the
distribution of CHS funds take into consideration the additional financial burden
placed on CHS-dependent areas as opposed to those areas who do have ITHS hos-
pitals available for referral?

Answer. The CHS Program uses a distribution methodology that is designed to
provide equitable funding. The CHS distribution methodology was revised in fiscal
year 1993 through a Resource Allocation Work Group (RAWG) that included tribal
representatives to provide an allocation process that is more equitable and beneficial
to its recipients. The RAWG CHS formula considers such factors as Workload, Years
of Productive Life Loss (YPLL) and CHS dependency. The CHS dependency factor
favors those Areas such as the Northwest that have no THS direct care facilities and
are more dependent on CHS to provide the needed medical care and is based on
the percent of total inpatient admissions in the private sector. As an internal agency
policy, funding is made to Areas on a recurring historical basis. Therefore, the re-
vised CHS distribution methodology is only applied to new funding increases.

The CHS methodology not only has prior approval and tribal sanction, but also
has the capability to provide equity considerations by significantly structuring the
formula drivers to support health indicators. Although this model is not perfect it
begins to address the issues of funding inequity between Areas and gives additional
support to those Areas that are highly dependent on CHS versus those that have
direct services and comprehensive services.

Question. The medical inflation rate experienced by IHS in making CHS pay-
ments is significantly higher than in the private sector. Was medical inflation a con-
sideration in determining the funding increase requested for this program?

Answer. The fiscal year 2001 budget request includes an increase of 10 percent
for contract health services approximately double the 5.3 percent average annual
cost increase reported for this program by the fiscal intermediary. Funding above
the rate of inflation was requested to provide higher levels of care to Indian people
and to address medical inflation and population increases which have not been fully
covered in previous years.

HEADQUARTERS

Question. How do you respond to those who see the role of IHS as evolving into
that of a technical assistance agency for tribal operations?

Answer. In 1996, the THS Director adopted the recommendations of the THS In-
dian Health Design Team (comprised of Tribal leaders and senior IHS officials) that
provided a framework for the direction of the IHS, particular its headquarters oper-
ations and that of the area offices. The core functions are leadership, advocacy,
broad health policy, networking with other governmental entities, Tribal consulta-
tion, budget formulation, and system performance evaluation. As Tribes have as-
sumed management and operations of Indian health programs, the IHS will move
to more of these core functions and for those Tribes that have elected to have the
THS to continue provide health care services, the IHS will balance the core functions
with health care delivery.
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Question. Close to half of the IHS budget is now passed through directly to the
tribes for programs that are contracted or compacted. What if any impact has this
had on headquarters operations?

Answer. The IHS headquarters operations have changed considerably over the
past 6 years due to both the need to streamline to meet government-wide reinven-
tion activities and the requirement to make resources available to Tribes contracting
or compacting. In 1993 the total number of positions in headquarters was 893 and
now, some 6 years later, headquarters staffing is at 460. In 1997, the Director, IHS,
approved a headquarters reorganization plan that reduced the number of head-
quarters’ offices from nine to three. These changes will continue as more Tribes opt
to self-determine.

HEALTH DISPARITIES

An increase of $85,589,000 is proposed to be spread among over more than 20 dif-
ferent programs in an effort to improve health services and access to health care
in fiscal year 2001.

Qulegtion. What are the agency’s highest priorities for funding among these pro-
posals?

Answer. The increase of $85,589,000 is requested to address the most pressing
health disparities between American Indian and Alaska Native people and other
Americans. The priority areas included in the request were identified by IHS, Trib-
al, and urban health program representatives as being the appropriate blend of pro-
grams and disciplines (prevention, treatment, and health professional development)
required to make any progress towards reducing the health status disparities.

Question. Where could additional funds make the most significant difference in
the provision of health care?

Answer. The health problems addressed by the budget request were consistently
identified as significant health problems across the IHS Areas. At the local health
delivery level, however, the top health problems vary from community to commu-
nity. For this reason, limited funding increases would have the most impact in those
budget activities that provide the most flexibility for use and from which more com-
munities would benefit. For example, contract health services funding addresses all
of the health problems and all IHS and tribal programs would benefit.

Question. The budget proposal appears to put an emphasis on further funding for
diseases with a distinct behavioral component: diabetes, alcoholism and substance
abuse, and mental health issues that are reflected in domestic violence, suicide and
child abuse. What can you accomplish with the requested funding that you have
been unable to achieve at current levels?

Answer. Significant impacts have been documented in communities that have em-
ployed specific types of interventions in both prevention and treatment. In alcohol
and mental health treatment, communities that have employed a continuum of care
approach to the management of patients have had much greater measurable suc-
cess. In these communities, there is a balance of services (including community pre-
vention, ambulatory treatment, as well as inpatient treatment) available that can
be tailored to patient needs with concise case management to assure that patients
are able to maintain health functioning after treatment. The prevention programs
with the greatest documented success are those which address youth and are built
upon tribal values. The best documented example is the K’e project in Navajo. This
program utilized family members, traditional medicine men, schools, and others in
the community to nurture the embrace of traditional Navajo values in “at-risk”
youth. The increase in funds will allow the agency to support these successes, many
of which were developed under a limited term “demonstration” grant funding ar-
rangement. In addition, increases in funds will allow the dissemination of these pro-
grams to other communities will require funding.

HIV/AIDS

Last year, language was included in the fiscal year 2000 conference report regard-
ing the need for increased surveillance and monitoring of HIV/AIDS among the Na-
tive American and Alaskan Native populations. Since that time, concerns continue
to be expressed to the subcommittee that the extent of this disease may be far more
widespread among Native Americans than current statistics might demonstrate.

Question. Do you share the concerns that have been expressed to the sub-
committee regarding the prevalence of AIDS within the tribal communities? Please
iiescribe what steps IHS intends to take to address the need for additional surveil-
ance.

Answer. The true prevalence of HIV infections in American Indian and Alaska
Native communities is unknown at this time. There has been no comprehensive
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availability of screening surveillance since 1993. While many are concerned that the
prevalence may indeed by greater than we are aware of, there is no evidence to sup-
port that assertion. During the last year, the IHS has been able to acquire addi-
tional funding support for HIV surveillance efforts from CDC and other Federal en-
tities with Ryan White and other specific funds for HIV. The agency has recently
acquired an HIV surveillance specialist from CDC and this expertise has been put
to work examining the most effective means to re-establish screening surveillance
activities in Indian Country. Other funds received from our Federal partners has
allowed for more extensive outreach and education for populations at risk. There is
significant risk factor cross-over with Hepatitis C (which may in fact be much more
prevalent and lethal than HIV in American Indian and Alaska Native communities)
education and prevention efforts and funding support from CDC in Hepatitis pre-
vention will also assist in HIV prevention efforts. Increasing HIV awareness among
tribal leaders has also benefited the agency’s efforts at outreach and education.

MEDICARE/MEDICAID FUNDS

Question. An adjustment in the rate structure in January 1999 increased Medi-
care and Medicaid returns by 15 percent. How were these funds used to supplement
THS and tribal programs?

Answer. These funds (+ 13 percent) are used to maintain facility safety and pro-
gram standards to comply with Joint Commission on Accreditation of Hospitals and
Organizations (JCAHO). Accounting records indicate that about 85 percent of the
funds are used for personnel, medical and facility contracts addressing areas of con-
cern identified by JCAHO and maintaining compliance. These funds have resulted
in 100 percent of IHS and Tribal hospital facilities being accredited by JCAHO.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD

Question. Dr. Truyjillo, I have long been concerned with the devastating impact of
alcohol on American citizens generally, and American children specifically. Unfortu-
nately, the American Indian and Alaska Natives (AI/AN) population served by the
Indian Health Service (IHS) has been particularly hard hit. Indeed, as the budget
justification for the Service indicates, mortality rates attributable to alcohol abuse
among American Indians and Alaska Natives is 7.3 times that of the overall U.S.
population, and alcohol abuse has been singled out by 11 of the 12 THS Areas as
a top health problem. Even more disturbing, though, is the effect of alcohol on
American Indian youth. As your agency states, the “severity and intensity of the
problems in AI/AN youth appear to be more treatment intensive than in the general
U.S. population,” while “most completed suicides are highly correlated with alcohol
abuse.” Yet, despite this conclusion, I note that, while the Alcoholism and Substance
Abuse program contains a specific line item for “Adult Treatment,” no such line item
exits for children.

Please tell this subcommittee what efforts the Indian Health Service is taking to
strengthen alcohol abuse programs directed at minors, and, more specifically, how
much of the $2.8 million increase being requested for fiscal year 2001 for Alcoholism
and Substance Abuse will be allocated directly to youth?

Answer. The Indian Health Service expends funds for chemical abuse treatment
and prevention youth programs in a variety of its budget categories not limited to
alcohol and substance abuse including expenditures from hospitals and clinics and
contract health service. However, within the alcohol budget activity there are identi-
fied funds for youth regional treatment centers and community based prevention
targeting youth as well as outpatient treatment for youth. These investments in
youth are itemized in the table on page IHS-61 of the President’s budget submis-
sion. Specifically, there is $15,727,000 invested in youth regional treatment centers.
An additional $16,875,000 is requested for community rehabilitation and aftercare
for youth. There is approximately $4,000,000 proposed for community-based edu-
cation for prevention from the alcohol activity. (There is an additional $11,000,000
investment in the health education activity, significant components of which will
fund preventive measures targeting youth.) The IHS also has developed partner-
ships with the Department of Justice and the Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration for programs targeting youth in detention or at risk youth
that will increase available funding by an additional $5,000,000 in 2001. The tar-
geting of the funds requested has not been finalized since tribal programs will man-
age over 95 percent of the funds and consultation has not been completed on this
matter.

Question. The Indian Health Service has presented a very ambitious budget re-
quest with increases totaling $229 million. Within that request, you have identified
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over 20 different health disparities to be addressed with $85 million in program in-
creases. These cover a very broad range of problems—from child health to elder
health, from dental health to cancer research, and from health education to con-
struction. While this subcommittee shares your concern about the health problems
facing the American Indian and Alaska Natives community, the fact remains that
there may not be enough funding to address all of the budget requests before us.
Consequently, would you please share your thoughts on what the Indian Health
Service considers the most urgent problems today, and which of those represent the
highest priorities of the THS?

Answer. During the formulation process of this budget request, the local THS,
Tribal, and Urban Indian health program representatives focused on the need to re-
store access to basic health services and to reduce the health disparities that prevail
between the AI/AN people and the rest of the U.S. This budget request represents
the integrated clinical and public health [package] needed to address the needs iden-
tified as most critical in those areas by the I/T/U. Each component is equally critical
in restoring and enhancing the clinical and public health capacity of the IHS/tribal/
urban health delivery system. Even though small amounts are requested in many
categories (e.g., cancer), the small amount provided allows the Agency and tribes to
“leverage” resources in partnership with other entities. For example, the ITHS has
developed a youth and alcohol initiative with Department of Justice that has tripled
the amount that THS contributed to addressing this critical problem.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
CLOSURE OF THE SIPI DENTAL CLINIC IN ALBUQUERQUE

In September 1999, the IHS closed the dental clinic at the Southwest Indian Poly-
technic Institute (SIPI).

This dental clinic had been in operation since 1971, when the BIA and IHS jointly
established a training facility for the dental assistant and laboratory technician
training programs at SIPI, and to serve the Indian population of the Albuquerque
area.

Sometime in the mid 1980’s there was a redesignation of this dental clinic, basi-
cally placing its funding under the authority of the Albuquerque Servicing Unit
(ASU) of the IHS under the terms and conditions of the Public Law 93—-638 Self-
Determination Act. While a seemingly harmless move, the consequences of this new
designation have now been made dramatically clear. Some 33,000 American Indians
(24,000 of them classified as “urban Indians” in Albuquerque) have lost a vital
health service due to the recent reduction of available IHS funding as a direct result
of the Self-Determination contracting by Jemez and Isleta Pueblos.

The ITHS has simply determined that the SIPI dental clinic would have to be sac-
rificed to meet the conditions of the new Self-Determination contracts whereby
Jemez and Isleta Pueblos would operate their own health services. I am not object-
ing to these contracts under the “638” program, but I am very concerned that so
many American Indians in the Albuquerque area have lost this important service.

Question. Do you have the authority to reverse the “638” decision made more than
a decade ago, so that the SIPI Dental Clinic would not be subject to a loss of funds
when more Pueblos decide to operate their own health programs?

Answer. After a self-determination contract is awarded, there are only a very lim-
ited number of circumstances in which the Indian Health Service can “reassume”
control or operation of a contracted program without the consent of the contractor
(i.e., the Indian tribe or tribal organization). There are two types of reassumptions.
A reassumption is considered an emergency reassumption if an Indian tribe or orga-
nization fails to fulfill the requirements of the contract and this failure poses, as
an example, “an immediate threat of imminent harm to the safety of any

person . . .” A reassumption is considered a non-emergency reassumption if there
has been, as an example, “gross negligence or mismanagement in the handling or
use of contract funds . . .” Rules concerning reassumption can be found in part

900.246 to 900.256 in chapter V of title 25 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

Question. If this designation as a training facility cannot be reestablished, I would
like to know why the large IHS Dental program increase of last year ($8 million)
and the pending increase for fiscal year 2001 (another $8 million) could not be used
to fund about $750,000 necessary to keep the SIPI Dental Clinic open.

Answer. The program increase for fiscal year 2000 has already been allocated to
tribal and direct programs. The fiscal year 2001 dental program budget increase of
$8 million that is in the President’s budget was developed and agreed upon by IHS
tribal and urban representatives. Of the $8 million dollar increase, $4.147 million
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will be used to pay for increases associated with on-going program operations such
as salaries for tribal and direct programs. The remaining $3.257 million will be used
to support the Secretary’s fiscal year 2001 Health Promotion/Disease Prevention Ini-
tiative. Of those funds, $1 million will be used to hire new employees across all
Areas. The share of the Albuquerque Area base budget is approximately 7.3 percent;
therefore, $73,000 will be distributed to the Albuquerque Area for staff increases.
The Area will determine what portion of these funds will go toward support of the
SIPI dental clinic.

Currently, the level of need funded in the Indian Health Service is approximately
60 percent. Hence, virtually all programs have significant portions of their popu-
lation that go without dental services. While we agree that there is great need for
dental care in Albuquerque, to single out that community at the expense of others
is not equitable.

I am well aware of the large effort made by a coalition of Albuquerque area urban
Indians to inform you of this situation, and I am very disappointed in the seeming
lack of interest from IHS headquarters in helping to provide the minimal dental
services for over 30,000 eligible Indian people in the Albuquerque area. They, in
fact, could easily use about $2.2 million for the service level they once enjoyed. For
example, in 1994, there were 5,240 dental patients served with 9 full-time dentists,
2 dental hygienists, and 27 assistants who supplied full lab support for partials,
dentures, and bridges. By 1998, there were only 3 full-time dentists, no hygienists,
and 9 assistants.

Question. 1 will expect a plan of action from you in ample time for inclusion in
this year’s Interior Appropriations bill. Please include at least $750,000 to reopen
the SIPI Dental Clinic, and a detailed explanation of how the IHS plans to continue
dental care for current and expected dental patients.

Answer. The IHS has no plans to close the SIPI dental clinic. IHS is currently
forming a consortium to assure that dental services remain available to the Indian
population that resides in Albuquerque. Dental services will be provided through
the following network:

1. A 3-chair clinic at University of New Mexico, which opened last month and has
a sliding fee schedule.

2. A 3-chair dental clinic at the First Nations Urban Indian Health Facility that
will open in 4 months. First Nations has received state funds for clinic renovation
and equipment installation and are currently seeking start up costs of approxi-
mately $250,000 to fund dental staff. Their plans include billing 3rd party providers
as well as providing services on a sliding fee schedule.

3. Two dentists providing care in the SIPI facility after May 1st.

It is estimated that the shift dental care delivery will occur in May after Jemez
and Isleta Pueblos contract for their share of the Albuquerque Service Unit Dental
Program. Two IHS dentists will remain at SIPI to provide walk in services 3 days
per week and services to children 18 yrs of age and below—5 days per week. THS
will contract with a local dentist to provide walk in services for the remaining 2
days per week. As revenue increases, the services at SIPI will increase. Services for
the urban Indians in Albuquerque will be reduced temporarily during this transition
period; however, it is expected that they will exceed current levels in approximately

3 years.
We have identified annual services costs at SIPI in these areas:
Current General Dentists/Orthodontic Personnel Costs .....cccccccvvvvevveeeveennnns $469,570
Current Dental Assistants Personnel Costs ................... .. 277,674
Current Support Staff Personnel Costs ..... . 93,370
Current Operational Support CoSts ........ceceeriiiiiiniieiiienieetee e 133,003
TOLAL .o ettt r e e ae e e areeaaeeaneas 973,617

FORT DEFIANCE HOSPITAL, NAVAJO NATION

The fiscal year 2001 request for replacement of the hospital portion of the project
is $40.115 million, including $1.4 million for design of the much needed staff quar-
ters. Critical health service from gynecological and general ambulatory surgery, to
adolescent psychiatric nursing and intensive care will be available in this new facil-
ity. The acute care program will have 36 beds, and 20 beds will be used by the ado-
lescent psychiatric nursing unit.

The original 1938 structure is functionally inadequate, and I am glad to see this
funding in the President’s IHS construction budget for 2001.
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SANITATION FACILITIES

The most recent request in my office for major water system improvements came
from Laguna Pueblo at an estimated cost of $2.5 million. Zuni Pueblo and Acoma
Pueblo have continuing water and waste water needs, as do many other New Mexico
Indian reservations, including the Navajo Nation, Jicarilla Apache Tribe, Santo Do-
mingo Pueblo, and many others.

Question. Given an estimated backlog of about $1.2 billion for these types of water
and waste water projects on Indian lands across this country, I would like to know
whﬁ/ th};s year’s increase is only about $4.5 million over last year’s amount of $89.3
million?

Answer. Although much has been done in terms of providing sanitation facilities
(water supply, sewage disposal, establishment of operation and maintenance organi-
zations, and solid waste disposal), an unmet need of approximately $1.753 billion
still existed at the end of fiscal year 1999. This unmet need includes approximately
20,000 existing Indian homes that do not have potable water in the home. A major-
ity of funding to address the backlog goes to serve deficiency level 4 and 5 homes
(homes without water, sewer or both). Over $29.1 million of the $45.2 million appro-
priated for regular projects to serve existing homes in fiscal year 1999 went toward

rojects to serve homes at these levels. In fiscal year 2000, IHS plans to fund over

30 million to serve homes in these same levels. The most recent cost estimate to
address feasible deficiency level 4 and 5 needs is approximately $375 million. In
1999 the funding level for new and like new housing is at a level of need of approxi-
mately 70 percent. The funding for the backlog of facilities for existing homes has
been historically funded at approximately 60 percent of the need, based on the goal
of meeting all current feasible sanitation facilities needs for existing homes in 10
years (the need is approximately $70 million per year), with the proposed funding
for the year 2000 it is expected that these levels of need will remain approximately
the same. In the initial IHS request a $30 million increase for fiscal year 2001 was
recommended but other budget priorities required that this be reduced to the
present level.

Question. Is there any attention given in IHS to the deteriorating conditions of
so many water and waste water systems that are, in many cases, over 50 years old?
I would like to know more about how IHS decides to set priorities for the sanitation
facilities funds.

Answer. The Indian Health Care Amendments of 1988 (Public Law 100-713, Title
IIT) require the THS, starting in fiscal year 1990, to develop and begin implementa-
tion of a 10-year funding plan to provide safe water supply and sewage and solid
waste disposal facilities to existing American Indian and Alaska Native homes and
communities, and to new and renovated homes. In accordance with these require-
ments, the SFC Program annually estimates the total need to provide safe and ade-
quate sanitation facilities for all Indian and Alaska Native homes and communities.
Sanitation deficiencies are reported as proposed projects, or project phases. Each
THS Area develops priority lists in consultation with the tribes for projects to serve
new and like-new homes and regular projects to serve existing homes. These
projects represent the universe of need for existing homes eligible for THS funding.
Regular projects on the Area priority list are scored based in part on health risk,
economic feasibility, tribal priority and the ability of the Tribe to operate and main-
tain the proposed facilities. However, some projects are prohibitively expensive to
construct and/or operate, and therefore are considered to be economically infeasible
and are not considered on the priority lists.

Question. I would also like to ask if IHS participates in any economic development
efforts that stress the importance of adequate sanitation infrastructure?

Answer. IHS is authorized to serve Indian homes. While ITHS does not provide
funding for infrastructure serving economic development projects, at their request,
THS does work closely with the tribes in the review of water and sewer design plans
for economic development infrastructure projects. When funds are provided by a
Tribe for a system expansion to support economic development in a location with
an active IHS sanitation facilities project, the agency can and has provided engi-
neering and project management support to construct those additional facilities. THS
continues to work with the Tribes to seek contributions from other agencies such
as the Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) Community Devel-
opment Block Grants and in acquiring loans and grants through the Rural Utility
Service of the Department of Agriculture. The IHS recognizes that the provision of
sanitation facilities also has other far-reaching, positive effects. The availability of
such facilities is of fundamental importance to social and economic development. In
turn, such development leads to an improved quality of life and an improved sense
of well-being. IHS can participate in any project on a pro rata basis if eligible homes
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are to be served. IHS does not provide sanitation facilities for future homes, or un-
used excess capacity, unless there is a funding commitment to build the homes with-
in the next year. In the course of designing a new facility, some future demand can
be considered in the design and sizing requirements. IHS will mostly build flexi-
bility into the design to accommodate future growth rather than build excess capac-
ity.

Question. Has the THS become aware of its vital role in helping or hindering eco-
nomic development plans that require minimal and standard capacities for handling
water and waste water?

Answer. Under the authority of Indian Sanitation Facilities Act (Public Law 86—
121), the IHS provides essential sanitation facilities for Indian homes. The THS
sanitation facilities appropriations from Congress are predicated upon the number
of Indian homes to be served. The IHS works with other agencies (HUD, Economic
Development Administration (EDA)) in jointly funded projects where constructed
sanitation facilities will serve Indian homes as well as non-residential units. Those
other agencies have the authority to provide tribes with funding to enhance or im-
prove their economic development, which includes sanitation facilities. The THS is
currently discussing with EDA potential areas where both agencies may cooperate
to the benefit of Indian tribes (see preceding question).

DIABETES INITIATIVES

Dr. Trujillo, for the past three years, the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices has received a total of $60 million annually pursuant to the Balanced Budget
Act of 1997 for diabetes initiatives. These funds will be available through fiscal year
2002 with the Indian Health Service receiving half the funding or $30 million per
year for five years.

I remain very concerned about the high incidence of diabetes in the nation, espe-
cially among Native Americans, Hispanics and other minorities.

Question. Would you please provide the Subcommittee with an assessment of how
the $30 million in annual funding has been utilized by the Indian Health Service
for diabetes prevention and treatment?

Answer. Using a non-competitive grant process, based on extensive tribal con-
sultation, 333 tribal, IHS and urban programs have received funds through the 1997
Balanced Budget Act (BBA). These funds have been used by the Indian health care
system for data improvement, direct clinical services, community prevention activi-
ties, the development and provision of diabetes education to patients, their families,
their providers and communities. The funds have enhanced infrastructure and com-
munity capacity for diabetes care and education. A complete assessment of these ac-
tivities is included in the Interim Report to Congress submitted to DHHS for ap-
proval in January 2000.

Question. As I recall, Congress directed the IHS to do an interim evaluation of
the program and provide a report this year. Will such a report be coming to Con-
gTess?soon? Could you give me an anticipated date for it to be transmitted to Con-
gress?

Answer. The interim Report to Congress on the Special Diabetes Program for In-
dians has been completed. It was submitted to Congress in April 2000.

Question. These issues may be addressed in the evaluation of the program, but
how has THS determined to best utilize the $30 million in annual funding?

Answer. The IHS has conducted ongoing, extensive, nationwide tribal consultation
activities in relation to the $30 million in funding. The IHS is committed to the be-
lief that the answers to diabetes prevention and management lie within American
Indian and Alaska Native communities. Prior to distribution of the funds, discus-
sions began at the National Indian Health Board Consumer’s Conference, and the
Diabetes Advisory Workgroup was formed consisting of tribal leadership, American
Indian physicians, and nationally recognized diabetes experts. Regional tribal con-
sultations then occurred in every IHS Area. Results were compiled by the National
Indian Health Board and reviewed by the Diabetes Workgroup, culminating in a set
of recommendations to the IHS Director for grant funds distribution by Area. The
THS Director approved the Workgroup’s recommendations with minor adjustments.
The THS Diabetes Program crafted a Request for Application (RFA) document, incor-
porating the basic public health principles of primary, secondary and tertiary pre-
vention.

The $30 million from the 1997 BBA has provided an opportunity for IHS, tribal
and urban sites to implement innovative programs to address diabetes in AI/AN
communities. Much good has come from this effort, yet it is only a start. Managed
care organizations have published data in the diabetes literature indicating that the
annual costs for caring for a person with diabetes are estimated at $5,000—$9,000.
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In contrast, IHS receives approximately $1,300 per capita to care for its patients.
This is clearly not enough. Diabetes experts tell us that, on average, patients with
diabetes are on 10-12 medications at one time. Many of these medications are ex-
pensive, as much as $5 per day. Pharmaceutical costs in IHS last year increased
25 percent. THS simply cannot afford to provide the recommended standard of diabe-
tes care at this level of funding.

Question. Is the model diabetes program model being replicated among Native
American Tribes? One of the earliest model programs was carried out by the Zuni
Tribe as I recall.

Answer. For 20 years, the IHS has relied on Model Diabetes Programs to dem-
onstrate effective approaches to diabetes care, education and prevention in Native
American communities. As ITHS has expanded its programs through the 1997 BBA
funds, the 19 Model Diabetes Programs have led the way in shaping the develop-
ment of these new diabetes programs nationwide. The Model Diabetes Programs ex-
periences, successes and “lessons learned” have been adapted by communities to fit
their unique situations. These include clinical guidelines; program curriculums;
training programs to providers, patients, families, and communities; diabetes track-
ing systems; materials; community capacity building; and technical expertise. The
Zuni Diabetes Program was one of the first and most successful Model Diabetes Pro-
grams.

Question. With the concern about diabetes being diagnosed more frequently in
children, has THS focused its prevention activities on this age group? What is the
most effective way to reach children with prevention information?

Answer. The IHS has collaborated with the CDC Division of Diabetes Translation
to more clearly define the epidemiology of the problem of type 2 diabetes in children.
Thirty six percent of the BBA grant programs indicate that they are placing a spe-
cial emphasis on type 2 diabetes prevention in adolescents, 27 percent are focusing
on elementary school age children, and 19 percent are addressing the preschool age
population. The THS has also partnered with the Head Start Program on a Child-
hood Obesity Project; partnered with the Committee on Native American Child
Health of the American Pediatric Association to develop diagnosis and treatment
guidelines; serves on committees of the American Diabetes Association on type 2 di-
abetes in children; and has approached the Juvenile Diabetes Foundation regarding
this problem. While we recognize the need to allow diabetes experts to nationally
address these issues, IHS has aggressively pushed for this problem to remain at the
forefront of diabetes agendas within many settings. The problem of type 2 diabetes
in children is still too new to have learned what methods are best used for deliv-
ering prevention information to children and their families. The IHS Diabetes Pro-
gram has recently hired an expert in children’s issues to lead this prevention effort
for the agency.

Question. At this time with three years of funding, does IHS have a comprehen-
sive program in place to assist all age groups affected by diabetes? What are the
components of the program?

Answer. The IHS maintains a comprehensive, global approach to diabetes, incor-
porating both clinical and public health approaches for prevention and treatment in
all age groups. This approach includes surveillance activities, collection and analysis
of quality process and outcomes data, complications tracking, all levels of prevention
screening and treatment, family education, innovative approaches to nutrition edu-
cation, clinical care, family interventions, promotion of physical activity programs,
community activities and school based activities.

For example, components of the program as a result of the 1997 BBA funds:

—80 percent of grant sites are focusing on overweight people with diabetes

—>50 percent of sites are emphasizing tobacco cessation programs

—T79 percent of programs concentrate on people with diabetes who have high

blood pressure (and thus are at higher risk for complications)

—T76 percent of sites report more emphasis on patients with newly diagnosed dia-

betes

—68 percent of programs are targeting family members of people with diabetes

—37 percent of grant programs now focus on pregnant women and their offspring

—56 percent of sites are placing emphasis on overweight children

—Nutrition counseling is provided in one-on-one sessions at 73 percent of pro-

grams, group sessions at 66 percent of programs, and 43 percent of sites provide
cooking classes. Over 50 percent offer nutrition classes to family members of
people with diabetes.

—Grant sites offer physical activity programs in the form of walking clubs (53

percent), aerobics classes (48 percent), sports teams (30 percent), training of fit-
ness leaders (31 percent) and traditional games & activities (30 percent)
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—Diabetes teams were newly established (42 percent) or improved upon (29 per-
cent), diabetes registries were newly established (42 percent) and existing reg-
istries improved upon (48 percent), and diabetes clinics were newly established
(21 percent) or improved upon (43 percent) as a result of the grant funds

Many programs are demonstrating success in addressing certain problems within
their own communities. Resources are lacking for replicating these successful strate-
gies in AI/AN communities throughout the nation.

Question. What is the Administration’s proposed budget for diabetes prevention
and treatment for the Indian Health Service in fiscal year 2001, excluding the $30
million annual appropriation pursuant to the 1997 Balanced Budget Act? How does
that compare to fiscal year 2000?

Answer. As described in our Congressional Justification on page IHS-34, the in-
crease for fiscal year 2001 over fiscal year 2000 is $3,880,000.

Question. Within the additional $7 million proposed for priority diseases, how
much does IHS propose to devote to diabetes?

Answer. Again as on page IHS—34, the increase is $3,880,000.

Question. Have the Balanced Budget Act funds complimented existing agency
kc_)lpdgets?, or have they supplanted existing resources being devoted to this dangerous

isease?

Answer. The Balanced Budget Act funds have most certainly been used to com-
plement existing activities. Over 85 percent of the 333 programs funded through the
BBA are tribally operated programs, most of who were unable to fund diabetes-re-
lated activities prior to 1997. The same is true for the 34 funded urban Indian
health programs who had no funds specifically earmarked for diabetes prior to the
1997 BBA. The BBA funds have not supplanted existing resources; rather, they
have been used to enhance existing programs and/or develop new, innovative com-
munity-driven approaches to diabetes. However, our existing recurring resources de-
voted to diabetes are quite limited and the BBA funds have allowed for a significant
expansion of access to prevention and treatment services. The need for these serv-
ices will only increase as the diabetes epidemic continues.

Question. What are the Department’s plans to utilize the remaining funding in fis-
cal year 2001 and fiscal year 2002 in a comprehensive and coordinated fashion to
prevent and treat diabetes?

Answer. Five years is a very short time in the course of any chronic disease. The
epidemic of diabetes in AI/AN tribes will not be contained or eradicated in the near
future. The science of diabetes prevention is an emerging science, especially at the
primary and secondary prevention levels. In the year 2002, the results of the large,
NIH-funded, multi-center research trial of diabetes prevention, called the Diabetes
Prevention Program (DPP), will be released. The DPP, which includes 4 American
Indian study sites in Arizona and New Mexico, is designed to answer the question
“can type 2 diabetes be prevented in high risk individuals?” If the results of this
study suggest that pharmaceuticals or intensive lifestyle changes can prevent diabe-
tes, then the IHS must be ready to launch a massive diabetes prevention program
in all AI/AN communities. The impact of these results will be far-reaching, affecting
the direction of all diabetes-related clinical and community programming, including
staffing and financial aspects. The cost will be prohibitive, even in an ideal setting.
The infrastructure built, the community capacity developed, and the lessons learned
from the 333 BBA grant programs will serve as a basis for implementing a com-
prehensive prevention strategy within IHS, tribal and urban programs. Thus, the
final 2 years of the BBA grant process will be spent solidifying, strengthening, and
expanding program infrastructure and community capacity.

Over the next 2 years THS will continue to:

—bring grantees together to share and learn from each others successes and mis-

takes at regional meetings;

—facilitate the building of clinical and educational infrastructure;

—promote the sharing of resources (particularly technical expertise);

—encourage the development of regional diabetes coalitions;

—identify other outside funding resources;

—promote the expansion of clinical and educational services, partnering with trib-
al leadership, and incorporating technological advances.

Question. Within the Centers for Disease Control, an effort is underway to estab-
lish a National Diabetes Prevention Center, which will be located in Gallup, New
Mexico. How is IHS partnering with CDC in the National Diabetes Prevention Cen-
ter? I expect this program to make a significant contribution to the prevention and
treatment of diabetes among the Navajo Tribe, Zuni Pueblo, and other Native Amer-
ican tribes.

Answer. The THS has served as an active participant thus far in the development
of the National Diabetes Prevention Center (NDPC).
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—The IHS National Diabetes Program serves as a partner on the NDPC Steering
Committee

—The Tribal Leaders Diabetes Committee, formed by IHS, advises the NDPC and
oversees the national expansion plan

—The Zuni IHS, the Zuni Model Diabetes Program, and Gallup Indian Medical
Center are integral parts of the local partnership

—The IHS National Diabetes Program has partnered with CDC and its contractor
to host regional meetings across the US to obtain tribal input and guidance on
the national direction and expansion of the NDPC

—The IHS provided nominations for the Center Advisory Board and reviewed
them with the other partners

—The fully participated in providing input in the Forecast process and evaluation
of the NDPC structure (another CDC contract)

—The IHS Diabetes Program has provided direct expertise to the education and
training proposal currently being designed by NDPC. In fact, the IHS Diabetes
Program’s training curriculum for health professionals will be used by NDPC
to conduct this training

—The IHS is working closely and is in regular contact with the CDC on the devel-
opment and future direction of the NDPC.

MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES

Dr. Truyjillo, it’s been awhile since last we were able to speak about the need in
Indian country for mental health services. I am pleased to see the President’s re-
quested increase of $6.2 million for mental health services and that these resources
will build on some important initiatives already underway at THS.

Question. Would you please tell the Subcommittee what progress THS has made
over the past three years on providing mental health services to Native American
tribes and pueblos?

Answer. Funding for mental health budget has increased by about 4 percent an-
nually between fiscal year 1997 and fiscal year 2000. Most improvements which
have occurred are related to local innovations. Perhaps the activity with the most
wide-ranging impact has been the suicide prevention activity emanating from the
Jicarilla Apache Tribe of New Mexico. Because of a local outbreak of youth suicides
a few years ago, the tribe initiated a program of prevention aimed at youth. The
program quickly demonstrated a successful approach. This model was then dissemi-
nated to other AI/AN communities and is now in operation in over 80 tribal commu-
nities nation-wide.

Question. What are the highest priority areas for IHS within the mental health
program?

Answer. The tribal budget formulation priorities within mental health include
youth suicide prevention, domestic violence treatment and prevention, and the men-
tal health needs of elders. The GPRA Objectives described on page IHS-51 of the
President’s Budget submission reflect these priorities.

Question. How does THS propose to allocate the proposed $6.2 million increase to
meet these priority needs?

Answer. The THS will allocate on the basis of equity and utilize an approach that
has the support of tribal programs to support screening programs and comprehen-
sive community based mental health care system.

Question. The provision of health services is difficult at best in rural areas, such
as on many Indian reservations. How is IHS delivering mental health services in
rural areas? Within the budget request for information technology resources, will
any be devoted to improving the delivery of mental health services in rural areas,
such as through telehealth activities?

Answer. The agency currently uses a range of approaches and providers to deliver
mental health services. There are community mental health technicians who are
often local people with limited specialized training that can provide many of the pri-
mary mental health counseling services in remote locations. These paraprofessionals
are supported by counseling social workers and primary care medical providers who
have skills and aptitudes in behavioral health. Specialized mental health providers
such as clinical psychologists and psychiatrists are used in more complex cases as
needed. The use of telehealth technologies is just beginning to emerge in rural envi-
ronments. The availability of transmission media (broad band phone lines and sat-
ellite links) has limited the availability in many locations. The initial uses for these
technologies in behavioral health includes teletherapy, but are more commonly used
for training support in behavioral disciplines. The investments in information tech-
nology include small investments in telecommunications support.
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Question. This Administration has focused attention on interagency cooperation
on many fronts. How is IHS working with other federal agencies, such as the De-
part{)ment of Justice, to help in the provision of health care and related support serv-
ices?

Answer. The agency has formed coalitions with a variety of Federal agencies both
within DHHS and in other Departments. Within DHHS the Substance Abuse and
Mental Health Services Administration has provided funding to many Native com-
munities through its three centers. The Center for Substance Abuse Treatment has
awarded almost $10M to states through block grants and directly to tribes for pro-
grams that address chemical abuse. This is critical support in the mental health
arena since many AI/AN youth are dually diagnosed with both chemical abuse and
a mental health diagnosis. The Center for Mental Health Services has developed an
AT/AN specific program called Circles of Care that has brought an additional $10M
to Native communities for mental health services. In addition, the Headstart pro-
grams and THS work together to address prevention efforts with young parents. The
agency has partnerships with other Departments such as DOJ that link funds for
youth in detention with treatment services for the behavioral health problems that
often contribute to the reason they are in detention (e.g., violent behaviors). Such
arrangements have also been developed with the Department of Interior in its de-
tention environments. The agency also works with BIA-Education to support pre-
vention efforts. There are other smaller examples of partnerships with the Depart-
ment of Education, and with the Department of HUD.

Question. Is this a successful way to leverage federal resources to meet program
needs? Are there additional partnerships that ITHS is considering, especially in the
mental health area?

Answer. The service capabilities for mental health reside primarily in the agencies
identified in the previous question (i.e., SAMHSA, DOEd and DOI), however, the
scope of relations with DOJ may well expand in the next two or three years. Part-
nerships in researching mental illness and other behavioral concerns in AI/AN com-
munities need to be developed further. Accordingly, the agency is pursuing partner-
ships with the National Institutes of Health who have research responsibilities and
resources. Since economic health is so influential in determining mental health sta-
tus, partnerships with the Department of Commerce are being developed.

FISCAL YEAR 2000 ACROSS-THE-BOARD REDUCTION

Dr. Trujillo, in last year’s Consolidated Appropriations Act for fiscal year 2000
(Public Law 106-113), the President and the Congress agreed to an across-the-board
reduction of 0.38 percent in discretionary programs as part of an effort to ensure
that spending in fiscal year 2000 did not dip into the Social Security surplus. We
were successful in that effort, but in the process the Department of Health and
Human Services had to reduce program spending by $166.8 million in fiscal year
2000.

It appears from the Administration’s report on the implementation of the across-
the-board reduction that most offices and programs within the Department took a
part of the reduction with $6.8 million coming from the Indian Health Service—$4.8
million from Indian Health Services, and $2.0 million from Indian Health Facilities.

Question. Dr. Trujillo, would you please provide the Subcommittee with the pro-
gram, project, and activity details underlying the across-the-board reductions in
each program area for THS?

Answer. The fiscal year 2000 Interior Appropriations included a rescission of 0.38
percent across the board government-wide. The IHS’ share is $6.8 million, or 0.28
percent, from the appropriation of $2.4 billion and detailed in the table that follows.

FISCAL YEAR 2000 RESCISSION

[Dollars in millions]

Program 20 eraieg Restsson reduion
Services:
Hospital/Health Clinics $1,007.140 —$1.728 -0.17
Dental Health 80.283 —0.221 —0.28
Mental Health 43.294 —0.049 —0.11
Alcohol/Substance Abuse 97.024 —0.200 —0.21
Contract Health Services 407.290 —0.534 —0.13
Public Health Nursing 34.556 —0.104 —-0.30

Health Education 9.654 —0.029 —0.30
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 RESCISSION—Continued

[Dollars in millions]

Fiscal year Percent

Program 2000 enacted Rescission reduction

Community Health Reps 47.826 —1.446 —3.02
Immunization AK 1.407 —0.005 —0.36
Urban Health 27.849 —0.036 —0.13
Indian Health Professions 30.728 —0.237 —0.77
Tribal Management 2.418 —0.007 —-0.29
Direct Operations 51.145 —0.157 —0.31
Self Governance 9.572 —0.041 —043
Contract Support Costs 228.781

Subtotal, Services 2,078.967 —4.794 —0.23

Facilities:

Maintenance & Improvement 43.504 —$0.071 —0.16
Sanitation Facilities 92.188 —0.071 —0.08
Health Care Fac. Construction 52.000 —1.607 —3.09
Fac. & Environmental Hith Support 116.501 —0.219 —0.19
Equipment 14.387 —0.057 —0.40

Subtotal, Facilities: 318.580 —2.025 —0.64

Total IHS: 2,397.547 —6.819 —0.28

Question. Did the Department follow the provisions of the Consolidated Appro-
priations Act that no program, project, or activity could be reduced by more than
15 percent?

Answer. Yes. The IHS was treated fairly.

Quest{;’on. What was the maximum reduction taken from any program, project or
activity?

Answer. Funding for Community Health Representatives was reduced by 3 per-
cent, the largest percent reduction in IHS, because Congress provided 17 percent
more funds for this program than the Administration requested.

Question. Did the Department follow the guidance of OMB that:

—reductions should be taken from the least critical funding available to the agen-

cy;

—reductions should be considered from funding above the President’s request;

—no reductions should be taken that would require reductions-in-force (RIF); and

—agencies should make targeted recommendations rather than across-the-board

funding cuts?

Answer. The broad breakdown of the $6.8 million reduction is as follows:

$0.7 million was taken from Congressional earmarked projects:

—Hospitals/Clinics was reduced by $346,000 for projects which would benefit
a specific Tribe, IHS Region or area of concern.

—Facility Construction was reduced by $320,000 for specific construction
projects.

$6.1 million was taken from all line items, except for Contract Support Costs
which was a high priority project and exempted from this reduction. The rescission
was isolated, to the extent possible, to funds provided for inflationary cost increases.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BYRON L. DORGAN

I continue to be concerned about unpaid balances owed by the IHS for Priority
I contract health services provided by private health care providers. In particular,
I am aware that the Lake Region Clinic in Devils Lake, ND, is still owed $44,000
by the IHS for services dating back as far as fiscal year 1996. These are services
that the THS authorized for Priority I medical services and the local Service Unit
agrees that the federal government owes this money. Yet the Lake Region Clinic
is being told the funds don’t exist to pay them. In addition, the Lake Region Clinic
is owed another $39,000 for fiscal year 1999 claims that have been authorized and
for which purchase orders have been obtained, but the IHS Fiscal Intermediary in
New Mexico says that the funding hasn’t been released. This may not be a lot of
money for large health care providers, but for a relatively small clinic like the one
in Devils Lake, this creates a serious financial burden.
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Question. Dr. Trujillo, in May of last year, you sent me a letter indicating that
it would take about 60 days to reconcile the claims owed the Lake Region Clinic.
You also stated that, “The IHS has sufficient money available to pay the Lake Re-
gion Clinic.” Can you explain to me why, nine months later, this money still hasn’t
been paid? Can I get your personal commitment that these claims will be paid as
promptly as possible?

Answer. The THS met with the Lake Region Clinic to review claims and resolved
the claims that were presented at that time for fiscal years 1996 through 1998. For
the Lake Region Clinic, the total billed amount for 1,493 claims submitted for FYs
1996-1998 was $590,320. The IHS has paid or authorized payment for $452,229; the
remainder was disallowed or paid by a third party. This information is reported by
the IHS Fiscal Intermediary and includes all claims through February 25, 2000.

Very recently, the Clinic presented the additional claims totaling $44,000. The
THS has the funds to provide payment for the new claims from the Lake Region
Clinic submitted for FYs 1996-98. However, since the staff at the Fort Totten Serv-
ice Unit were not aware of the new bills until recently, sufficient time is needed
to review and determine if they meet the IHS eligibility requirements relating to
referrals, notification, and availability of third party resources.

In past years, the Fort Totten Service Unit has held regular meetings with the
health care providers including Lake Region Clinic to monitor the payment process.
The Area Office has implemented a “Standards of Practice” plan whereby the Serv-
ice Unit assesses the amount that it is responsible for and develops a payment plan
for any outstanding claims. Unfortunately, some payments have been affected by
the recent conversion to a new accounting system. The IHS is working to ensure
that any problems arising from the conversion are resolved in order to make pay-
ments in a timely manner.

Question. I am also concerned that this is not an isolated problem. I am aware
of another North Dakota IHS Service Unit that has $3 million in backlogged unpaid
Priority I claims owed to a range of private health care providers. Does the THS
budget for fiscal year 2001 include funding specifically to pay these outstanding
debts? How much does the ITHS owe nationally for prior-year, authorized, Priority
I contract health services?

Answer. Currently, there is no backlog of priority one claims for the Ft. Totten
facility. All bills submitted by Devils Lake vendors have been either approved for
payment or denied.

The IHS budget for fiscal year 2001 does not include any new funding that is spe-
cific for any prior year outstanding debts. All claims are paid through the IHS Area
offices and the IHS fiscal intermediary contract with Blue Cross and Blue Shield
and not segregated by the established priority levels.

It is not unusual for claims to pend. In many cases, additional data is required
before payment can be made. The information reviewed, such as diagnosis codes, pa-
tient/provider data, availability of third party resources, implementation of contrac-
tual requirements as well as any provider rate agreements, needs to be fully ana-
lyzed to assure that the most responsible use of the limited resources is achieved.
By following these review practices the IHS is able to discount its payments by
about 50 percent below the billed charges. At any given time there are a number
of claims pending for all reasons in all locations for all priorities.

Question. While I am glad that the fiscal year 2001 IHS budget includes a $41
million increase for contract health services, is this funding sufficient to pay for all
anticipated Priority I contract health services in order to prevent future shortfalls?

Answer. The increase is not sufficient to pay for all anticipated priority I claims.
The increase will reduce the shortfalls in CHS funding experienced by IHS and trib-
al programs but services will still be deferred, and denials will still be issued for
care not within medical priorities to eligible patients.

Question. As I understand it, once sufficient documentation has been provided to
the Service Unit by a private health care provider, the Service Unit has 5 days to
either issue a denial or a purchase order. If the health care provider doesn’t receive
that decision within the required timeframe, is the IHS responsible for paying that
claim? Is there any deadline imposed on the Service Unit for notifying the health
care provider if sufficient documentation has not been received?

Answer. For a claim to be considered viable all the necessary medical and demo-
graphic information must be at the service unit before the 5 day rule applies. Once
the claim is determined viable, then a medical purchase order or denial must be
issued for each bill received. The IHS will respond to a notification of a correct claim
by a provider of a contract care service with either an individual purchase order or
a denial of the claim within 5 working days after the receipt of such notification.
If the SU fails to respond to a notification of a claim the IHS will accept as valid
the claim submitted by the provider. In the case of the Fort Totten Service Unit,
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the interval from provision of service to the time the agency receives a bill has been
significantly longer then the average across the system as has the time from service
provision to issuance of a purchase order. In fiscal year 1999, these intervals im-
proved significantly and in fact are now shorter than the system wide intervals.

Question. 1 also noted that, in the IHS’ budget justification for fiscal year 2001,
the number of reported deferred services has increased 42 percent from fiscal year
1994 to fiscal year 1998. As you know, when a patient waits to receive care on a
deferred basis, the nature of the illness or injury is likely to worsen, and the cost
of treating the condition increases. For instance, in 1993, the cost per case for de-
ferred services was $176, and in 1997, this had risen to $257 per case. How much
funding would be required to eliminate the deferral of contract care services? Is this
amount incorporated in the fiscal year 2001 budget request?

Answer. In fiscal year 1999 the reported number of deferred services was 85,025
cases, which totaled approximately $31.4 million. Deferred services are services for
care that are lower in priority and not emergent or urgent that can be delayed until
funds become available. The definition of urgent and emergent has also become in-
creasingly rigorous as the resources have become more constrained. With the in-
creasing demand for contract health services there are generally no funds available
at the end of the year to meet this need. Refractions, routine mammogram,
orthodontics, ultrasound examinations, arthroscopies, physical therapy, dental hy-
giene, organ transplants, and orthopedic services are some examples of cases that
are deferred.

Question. I am also concerned that Native Americans living in the Aberdeen Area
are not receiving an equitable amount of IHS funding. Over the last decade, the
service population of the Aberdeen Area has increased by 25,000 people, but it
doesn’t appear that the funding allocated to the Area or to local Service Units has
kept pace with that growth. What method does the THS use to allocate funding for
Area Offices? For individual Service Units? Does that method take into account cur-
rent needs and reliance on contract health services or is it based on historical costs?

Answer. The CHS funding has not kept pace with the cost of medical inflation
and population growth. The IHS distributes recurring funds using a methodology
based on each Area’s historical base. New funds or non-recurring funds are distrib-
uted according to an approved CHS distribution formula developed to provide equi-
table funding. The formula factors in elements that consider Workload, Years of
Productive Life Loss and CHS dependency. The dependency factor is based on the
percent of total inpatient admissions in the private sector and benefits CHS pro-
grams that have no direct care facilities and are totally dependent on CHS to pro-
vide the needed medical care. Each year, the methodology is reviewed and consider-
ation given to adjusting the weights of each factor in the methodology. Since these
factors are based on national averages Areas have the authority to use local aver-
ages and distribute funds according to Area need.

The distribution at each Area for funding to the service units varies. The Aber-
deen Area has a 3-tiered Formula approved by the Aberdeen Area Tribes. The for-
mula multiplies user population times the amount designated for the type of facility:

Type of Facility:

Large facility with extensive service available $327.00
Medium facility with less services available ..... . 377.00
Ambulatory facility (8am—5pm availability) ........cccccoccrniiiniiniennncnnen. 427.00

The IHS just completed a Level of Need Funded (LNF) study as a means to ad-
dress some of the funding deficiencies. The IHS is currently consulting with tribes
on the study. If the LNF is accepted, it may be our source document for funding
levels and a tool for working toward funding equity for all programs.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR HERB KOHL
JOINT-VENTURE DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM

There is tremendous backlog estimated at nearly $900 million on the IHS con-
struction priority list. The fiscal year 2001 budget request addresses just 7 percent
of this need. According to an IHS report issued last August, a tribe fortunate
enough to get on the health care facilities construction priority list right now will
have an estimated wait of 70 years before a facility is built. We can do better.

Section 818 of the Indian Health Care Improvement Act (Public Law 94-437) pro-
vides the authority for a Joint Venture Health Facilities demonstration program, an
innovative program to leverage tribal funds to provide health care to Indian tribes.
To date, two tribes funded the building of facilities through this program in the
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early 1990’s. In addition to accelerating improved access to health care for the two
tribes, reports indicate that these projects were built more quickly and at less cost
than comparable federally-funded construction. Three Wisconsin tribes—the St.
Croix Chippewa, the Oneida and the Ho-Chunk are now in a position to make one-
time expenditures to build health facilities, but they need IHS to provide equipment
and staffing. The Joint-Venture program could help them meet that need.

Two years ago, the House report to the Interior bill included language directing
that the fiscal year 2000 budget should address the advisability of re-instituting the
Joint Venture Health Facilities program. That didn’t happen last year and I am
doubly disappointed that the Administration chose not to include this request in its
budget submission this year. It is my hope that our Subcommittee will revisit this
issue.

Question. The last time IHS funded joint-venture health facilities was in 1993 in
Oregon and 1994 in Oklahoma. In your view, were these projects successful? What
is IHS’ position on the Joint-Venture program? Don’t you think it makes sense to
be leveraging federal dollars with tribal funds, if they are fortunate to have funds?

Answer. Previous joint venture demonstration appropriations in fiscal year 1991
and 1993, totaling $2,552,000 in the facilities appropriations, were used to equip two
joint venture demonstration projects; one in Poteau, Oklahoma, for the Choctaw Na-
tion of Oklahoma, and one in Warm Springs, Oregon, for the Confederated Tribes
of Warm Springs. These two projects achieved the following:

(a) The new additional space met the needs of the Tribes and the IHS at the time
of construction. The constructed facilities are still fully accredited. Each new facility
increased their capacity, so each health center was able to increase their services
by 100 percent. The operating efficiency was improved. Waiting times were reduced
significantly.

(b) The partnership of this program allowed the new facilities to be provided more
quickly and before they were on a priority list. This resulted in less Federal Govern-
ment outlay for the construction of these facilities although the staffing and oper-
ating costs for these facilities would still be the same if IHS funded the construction.
Involving the tribes in this manner, helps the development of long term health
plans and infrastructure.

Before moving ahead on any new administering a Joint Venture Program projects
in the future, IHS will need to examine the following issues:

(a) Find a way to integrate and prioritize joint ventures with the IHS Facilities
Construction Priority Lists.

(b) Ensure that long term costs associated with staffing and operations are con-
sistent with THS standards for providing health care facilities and services to Feder-
ally Recognized American Indians and Alaska Natives, and can be accommodated
by future funding levels.

(c) Assure that funding committed to Joint Venture projects must addresses pri-
ority needs for health care facilities and the delivery of health care services with
the highest relative need.

THS will continue to work with Congress and the Tribes on how to best balance
projects currently on the IHS priority lists and the potential of a Joint Venture Pro-
gram.

Question. Can you explain to me why we have seen no funding for this program?

Answer. The fiscal year 2001 Budget is committed to supporting access to health
care services and improving the health status of Native Americans. The Budget pro-
vides a total of $65.237 million for Health Care Facilities Construction and includes
investments to fund the final phase of construction for the Fort Defiance, Arizona
Hospital ($38.715 million) and design of the staff quarters ($1.4 million), complete
construction of the Parker, Arizona Health Center ($7.578 million), second-phase
construction of the Winnebago, Nebraska Hospital ($12.286 million), design of the
Pawnee, Oklahoma Health Center ($1.745 million), modular dental units ($1 mil-
lion), and Small Ambulatory Construction Grants ($2.513 million). These and other
budget priorities precluded the inclusion of the Joint Venture Program in the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2001 budget request.

Question. What do you recommend to those tribes that are in a position to build
facilities but do not have the funds to equip and staff them?

Answer. We encourage tribes to continue addressing the health care needs of their
communities. The THS recommends for tribes to seek alternative financing through
other agencies like the Department of Agriculture, Housing and Urban Development
grants, and private foundations or to wait until funding is appropriated to IHS for
equipment and staffing. Last year IHS held a Roundtable discussion where tribes
shared information on how they were able to finance construction of their health
care facility. The results of the Roundtable were documented and this valuable in-
formation 1s available to all tribes contemplating obtaining their own health care
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facility. We will continue to work with tribes and Congress on how to best balance
projects currently on the THS priority lists and the potential of a Joint Venture Pro-
gram.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator STEVENS. So the subcommittee will stand in recess until
9:30 a.m., Wednesday, March 22, when we will receive testimony
on the fiscal year 2001 budget requests for the U.S. Forest Service;
Hon. Mike Dombeck, Chief, U.S. Forest Service and Hon. Jim
Lyons, Under Secretary for Natural Resources and Environment,
Department of Agriculture.

[Whereupon, at 10:20 a.m., Wednesday, March 1, the sub-
committee was recessed, to reconvene at 9:30 a.m., Wednesday,
March 22.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SLADE GORTON

Senator GORTON. This hearing will come to order.

I am pleased to recognize our witnesses, Jim Lyons, Under Sec-
retary for Natural Resources and Environment, of the USDA, and
Mike Dombeck, Chief of the Forest Service, both of whom are fa-
miliar with this subcommittee, and have testified frequently in the
past.

Before we take up the Forest Service budget request for fiscal
year 2001 let me make a few observations about the current fiscal
climate in which the subcommittee must do its work.

We are close, I think, to a debate over a budget resolution for
2001. That resolution is likely to recommend a non-defense discre-
tionary spending level that is similar to this year’s level, or has
perhaps an inflationary increase, and is perhaps as much as $30
billion less than the administration’s overall budget authority re-

(39)
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quest. As a consequence, this subcommittee can expect that its allo-
cation will be considerably less than what the President requested.

I do not see how Congress is going to be able to provide more
than $1 billion in increases proposed by the President for this
year’s Interior and related agencies bill. It is in this context that
we look at the Forest Service budget today, as well as the budgets
of all of the other entities that go within our jurisdiction.

The President proposes to increase the agency’s budget by about
$230 million, or 8% percent. I must tell you that I find the prior-
ities in the budget troubling. The most significant increases, for ex-
ample, are for research, $13 million, the purchase of conservation
easements, $30 million, land acquisition, $51 million, recreation,
$49 million, and planning and monitoring, $65 million.

I can and will support additional funds for public recreation on
our national forests. I am also personally intrigued by the purchase
of conservation easements, the retention of the property in private
ownership, and its preservation in its present form which is often
highly desirable.

I do find it difficult, however, to support large increases for the
Forest Service to do seemingly endless amounts of planning and to
count various fungi and mollusks, while critical programs like fire
preparedness, reconstruction and maintenance, and timber sales
are slated for decreases. I hope that we will get an explanation for
these priorities today.

Perhaps the most significant aspect of this year’s request is a
massive restructuring of the budget. This proposed restructuring
would reduce the number of line items in the National Forest Sys-
tem appropriation from 20 to 3. The need for this restructuring is
suggested not only by the Agency, but also by the National Acad-
emy of Public Administration, which prepared a report on the For-
est Service budget pursuant to congressional direction last year.

According to both the Academy and the Forest Service, the cur-
rent budget structure does not reflect the integrated nature of the
agency’s work. Indeed, agency personnel must often decide how to
charge the total cost of a project with multiple benefits across 15
or more line items.

The way the cost of a project is charged can become quite arbi-
trary, and the number of entries required in the agency’s books
overwhelms the agency’s accounting system. The simplified budget
structure and a new accounting principle advocated by the agency,
called Primary Purpose, would mean that most projects would be
funded from a single line item. Clearly, a simpler budget would
make the accounting tasks much easier.

I am sympathetic to attempts to improve the fiscal accountability
of the Forest Service, and I have been encouraged by recent state-
ments by the General Accounting Office that indicate that the
agency is making progress on getting its fiscal house in order.
There are, however, a number of aspects of the proposed restruc-
turing proposal that I find questionable. Let me give a bit of detail
on that subject.

We have had great difficulty in agreeing to on-the-ground man-
agement objectives with the administration. In fact, I believe that
many of my colleagues feel that the agency frequently ignores con-
gressional direction or oversight. For example, the agency is now
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engaged in a major new rulemaking on roadless areas for which
money was never requested in any budget.

We are still trying to determine how much this effort will cost
and what other critical activities are being neglected while per-
sonnel are diverted. It seems to me that in this environment pro-
viding the Forest Service with more discretion with respect to how
it spends appropriated dollars may give Congress even less control
over how the Service spends money and what is being accom-
plished.

Another problem I see with changing the budget structure is that
the NAPA report, which forms the basis for the proposal, contains
other important recommendations that the Forest Service has not
addressed.

These other recommendations include the development of criteria
that would do a better job of basing field allocations on agency pri-
orities and establishing better links between annual performance
and the agency’s strategic goals and objectives. Since these issues
have yet to be addressed, I am concerned about whether it is pru-
dent to go forward on a piecemeal basis.

Finally, I believe that the Agency’s performance-based budgeting
philosophy needs more work. As I understand it, the agency is ask-
ing the Congress to worry less about what pot of money funds are
put into and more about what is being accomplished with the dol-
lars. Accomplishments would be judged by performance measures
developed by the Forest Service. The performance measures, how-
ever, that we have seen are seriously deficient.

As the General Accounting Office found, most of them confused
quantity with quality. For example, the performance measure for
the hazardous fuels program is the number of acres treated. This
measure encourages the agency’s field offices to focus on the easiest
and least costly areas to maximize the number of areas treated,
and, thus, show high performance. Many of the top priority areas
for fuel reductions, however, are in the urban interface where the
cost of treatment is the greatest. Performance measures should be
developed that show not only what the agency is doing, but also
whether it is doing it well.

Another problem with the performance measures is that there
are many groups that measure their satisfaction with the Forest
Service budget based on how much funding is included in the budg-
et line items associated with their particular programs. The Forest
Service has encouraged this approach.

Many groups are not certain that the specific measures that are
being proposed will provide them with the same quality of informa-
tion they feel they currently get from the existing budget structure.
It may be appropriate to establish a collaborative framework in
which interested stakeholders can provide input on the develop-
ment of performance measures.

I hope the witnesses can address the concerns that I have raised
today with respect to the budget restructuring proposal. I know we
have struggled over differences on policy issues. As I said last year,
however, we should all be able to work together to create a better
budget structure that enhances the ability of the Service to account
for appropriated dollars and to get work done on the ground.

Now, my partner in this effort, Senator Byrd.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD

Senator BYRD. I am going to be your partner, also, in sharing the
concerns you have expressed. I will be very interested in hearing
the explanations of the witnesses to those concerns.

I will have some questions of my own dealing with those same
concerns, but I would like to take the opportunity to say how much
I look forward to working with you again, Mr. Chairman, this year
on the Interior bill. It has been a pleasure thus far to do so.

Again, I salute the chairman, who I think is as good as any
chairman. He is effective, well prepared, and is as knowledgeable
as any chairman with whom I have served, and I have been on this
committee longer than anybody who has ever served. I am in my
42d year on this committee.

So I thank you for the many courtesies that you always extend
to me, and for the courtesies extended by your staff to my staff.

These are all the hallmarks of the close relationships that we on
the Appropriations Committee have developed. This bill could not
become a reality without a commitment to work together, and the
dedication of members like you. I thank you for that.

Now, to the witnesses: Let me welcome Under Secretary Lyons
and Chief Dombeck. You are here first and foremost, of course, to
present the administration’s fiscal year 2001 budget request for the
Forest Service.

At more than $3.1 billion, an increase of nearly 10 percent over
fiscal year 2000 enacted levels, this budget presents an ambitious,
some might say unrealistic, agenda for your agency. Beyond merely
providing this committee with copies of the request, you are here
to answer some questions on a range of topics that are important
to the American people as a whole, and to our respective constitu-
ents, in particular.

There are, as there have been in the past, some rather conten-
tious issues facing the Forest Service today. Timber harvest, graz-
ing on Forest Service lands, roadless areas, backlogs of watershed
maintenance, and basic matters of agency accountability. Let me
say that again—basic matters of agency accountability and effi-
ciency, all of these and more bear looking into.

As we proceed, I will have several questions of my own related
to the Forest Service facilities located in West Virginia. I will be
interested in knowing, for example, why the administration has
chosen to stop funding the ongoing work of upgrading the anti-
quated radio systems at the Monongahela National Forest. I think
a good argument can be made, and I fully intend to make it, that
this project is not some frivolous pie-in-the-sky endeavor. On the
contrary, a modern communication system is absolutely central to
the safety and well-being of not only Forest Service personnel, but
also the nearly 2 million Americans who will visit the Monongahela
National Forest this year.

As is customary, I will reserve my specific questions until after
the witnesses have had an opportunity to offer their testimony. I
look forward to hearing your statements. I trust that you are pre-
pared to provide the American taxpayers with a full accounting of
the activities of the Forest Service. Thank you.
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Senator GORTON. The chairman of the full committee, Senator
Stevens.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Mr. Chairman, it is with great sadness that
once again I come to this subcommittee as a former solicitor of the
Intf{rior Department to make the statement that I am going to
make.

I will try to get back, but we are having battles on the budget,
as you well know, all of you, and I may not be able to get back.
But I will say to our friends from the Forest Service that when I
came here the cut from the Tongass was a billion-and-a-half board
feet a year, on a 100-year cutting cycle, a scientifically created one
by your predecessors.

We then entered into the Tongass Timber Reform Act, carried
through by Congressman Udall, which cut that down to 450 million
board feet. This administration has now, through a series of ac-
tions, including the resolution of 30 administrative appeals without
public review, removed another 100,000 acres from the timber
base, and cut the allowable sale quantity by a third.

With the roadless areas being proposed now for the Tongass, con-
trary to the provisions of the Jackson amendment to the 1980 act
that said there would be no more withdrawals of any kind in Alas-
ka without congressional approval, there will be less than 400,000
acres available out of a 17-million-acre forest for harvesting timber.

We believe that the net result will be that the total amount
available for sale in Alaska will be under 100 million board feet.

Now, I cannot think of any time when an agency has been so der-
elict in its duty to maintain the concepts of the national forest. Mr.
Chairman, I will oppose any increase of any kind for the Tongass
this year.

The proposal in the budget is to increase the number of people
that come to Alaska to determine how much more of it should be
set aside, not to determine what should be made available for those
who make their livelihood off harvesting that timber.

I would invite you sometime to come up to the Admiralty Island.
Most people who came to Alaska in the seventies did not know that
Admiralty Island was cut over in the sixties, and today it is a wil-
derness area.

The regrowth capability of this forest is enormous, but this ad-
ministration has now completely turned the Tongass National For-
est into a national park, and I see no reason why we should con-
tinue to hire people from the Forest Service to run a national park.

I cannot tell you the number of times I have been here before
and complained about this or that, but this time we are at the bot-
tom. You just cannot run a timber industry with 100 million board
feet out of a 17-million-acre forest, and I think you have been
duplicitous, you have not followed the law, and as a matter of fact,
if I was Solicitor of the Interior Department, I would proceed to
somehow or another bring some action against you for invading
their jurisdiction with your actions.

You really have made Southeastern Alaska a national park, and
I think there are a few people in Alaska that might welcome that,
but very few, I am sorry to tell you.
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I will have some other suggestions about this budget as a whole.
I do not believe that the Forest Service should continue to keep
people on the payroll who are there to manage harvesting timber
andboverlay them with people who tell them they cannot harvest
timber.

It is going on all over the country, and this budget is way out
of whack. Before we are through this year, I hope it is substantially
lower than the request.

Thank you very much.

Senator GORTON. Senator Kohl.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR HERB KOHL

Senator KOHL. Let me say that the atmosphere in Northern Wis-
consin, when it comes to forest issues, is not nearly as charged as
it is in the West. I wish the Forest Service paid more attention to
the differences between the East, when it comes to forest issues in
Wisconsin, and the West, especially when you formulate policy.

Unlike Western States, although Wisconsin is heavily forested,
46 percent of our State, only 10 percent of our forest land is feder-
ally owned. In this context, imagine my surprise when representa-
tives of Wisconsin’s 72 counties came to me several weeks ago, and
their number one issue of concern was the Roadless Initiative, even
though only 8 to 10 counties may be directly affected by the pro-
posals.

If these counties are so vehement, I am concerned that relations
with the Forest Service are seriously deteriorating, despite a good
history of working together, even when there were disagreements.
The counties have even considered suing the Forest Service.

I believe that many of the concerns are a result of a lack of infor-
mation about how this proposal will be implemented. I share the
administration’s desires to protect sensitive forestland, but we
must do so in a way that is respectful of those who live in forest
communities, recreational users, and those who rely on the forest
for their livelihood. I will have questions at a later time.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator GORTON. Senator Bennett.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROBERT F. BENNETT

Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me start by saying that my personal relationships with the
witnesses here have been very good. I have found them to be re-
sponsive when we have had specific kinds of problems in Utah, and
very anxious to answer my phone calls and talk through the issues,
and I have to make sure the record reflects that, but I have no per-
sonal animosity. Indeed, I have personal gratitude to both Mr.
Dombeck and Mr. Lyons and their staff for their willingness to
work with us.

I do have some of the same problems with the general policies
of this administration with respect to the Forest Service that my
colleagues have. I would not be responsive to the cries of anguish
that have come out of Utah if I did not have those concerns.

The only comment that I would make to add to those that have
already been made with respect to the Roadless Initiative, and
other comments, is this general philosophic comment that I want
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to get on the table. There is an assumption that if an area goes
roadless, it is, therefore, protected, that if an area walls out human
beings it is, therefore, protected, and the next assumption is, if it
is protected, things get better.

So behind that assumption is that man is a predator, and that
man destroys wherever he goes, and that pure nature is benefitted
if human beings can be walled away from it forever.

We have an example in Utah, which Mr. Dombeck is familiar
with, but which I need to get on the record before the sub-
committee, which I think flies in the face of that. Because of cer-
tain management procedures during this administration with re-
spect to certain portions of the Dixie National Forest, because of
the 32-cent appeals, I guess it is now a 33-cent appeal, that have
been honored as a group with nothing more than a letterhead and
a stamp, puts in an appeal that stops everything until the appeal
is handled, and thereby shuts down any kind of intelligent activity,
from my point of view, we have beetle infestation in large parts of
the Dixie National Forest, which infestation is killing the forest.

If the Forest Service were managing the forest, it would be in
better shape. Human beings do not destroy the forest when they
enter it. Human beings do not interfere with benign nature.

Nature many times can be anything but benign. Nature causes
earthquakes. Nature causes avalanches. Nature causes eruptions of
volcanoes, and nature causes beetle infestation that kills trees, and
we have trees that are being killed because of the philosophy that
says that human beings should not be allowed into the Dixie Forest
to in any way interfere with nature, and then we are being told we
cannot harvest those trees that are already dead, but still useable
as timber.

I think the whole rethinking of this notion that somehow protec-
tion means ignoring what is going on in nature is wrong, and the
ultimate responsibility of the Forest Service, it seems to me, is to
see to it that when you are through things are better than they
were when you started, and there are certain portions of the Na-
tional Forest in Utah where I have to look at it and say, when this
administration is through, the forest will be in worse shape than
}_t vsias when this administration started, and I find that very dif-
icult.

Now, I do not call up the kind of anger and excitement that my
chairman from Alaska does, but I do think this is a philosophical
point that could be applied in Alaska as well, and I would hope
that this administration would think about that for a while.

Again, as I say, the legacy that I would hope any management
of the Forest Service would leave would be that at the end of its
term the forests are in better shape than they were at the begin-
ning of the term, and I can take you to places in my State where
that is not true.

With that, Mr. Chairman, thank you, and, again, I close as I
began, I have no personal animosity towards either of these wit-
nesses, because I have found them very approachable and helpful,
but I do have that general philosophical point of view that I think
ought to be on the record.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator GORTON. Senator Leahy.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR PATRICK J. LEAHY

Senator LEAHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Secretary Lyons,
Chief Dombeck, and your colleagues. I am happy to see you are
here, probably happier than you are to be here, but thank you for
coming up. I, too, have found that I have had calls or questions
that have been answered very quickly. We are trying to give you
the white-haired, bald-headed compliments here from both sides of
the table.

Chief, I want to single out one particular thing, because I may
have to be at another hearing, and that is to commend your sup-
port in this year’s budget for the Forest Legacy program.

In my own State of Vermont, that is considered over 35,000
acres, and it has created some very valuable partnerships between
local, State, and Federal agencies, and in a little State like
Vermont, 35,000 acres is a great deal, but the land conservation,
as you know, is only one part of the picture if you are going to
maintain viable continuing forested communities.

I think you have to add economic assistance to those commu-
nities. That is an essential component to maintain the vitality of
these royal areas.

So I am concerned that the budget does not include a comparable
level of support for economic development programs, such as the
economic action programs, and the forest stewardship programs. In
fact, the administration’s request is a lot less than last year’s.

On one hand we have the Forest Legacy program, support for
that, a very good thing, but we need more support for the economic
action programs and the forest stewardship programs; otherwise,
you do not have a balanced effort to preserve, not just the rural
landscape, but a sustainable landscape in rural America.

I want Chairman Gorton, Senator Byrd, and you, and others to
know that a number of us are working on a letter, with Senator
Bond, Senator Lugar, and Senator Murray. This is a letter that is
going to have 40 signatures in support of increasing these economic
development programs.

The question I would have for you at some point in your testi-
mony is whether you agree that the committee should continue to
support these economic development programs, and what they do
for the economic vitality. It is a careful balance that you have to
work out, but unfortunately it is a balance that cannot be sus-
tained without enough money into the community. So Slade and
Bob, we will have this letter. We will be encouraging more in that
area.

I thank you for having this hearing.

Senator GORTON. Senator Craig.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR LARRY CRAIG

Senator CRAIG. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Kohl, let me address first of all the question and the
comments you have just made, because they are so paramount in
all that we are doing now with the Forest Service. I chair both of
the forestry subcommittees of this Senate, and I must tell you that
the roads initiative that your counties are concerned about is one
that the West is all but ready to revolt over.
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The irony of this in the hearings that we have had with all of
these gentlemen here is that when our States ask to be partici-
pants, and I believe now five or six State Governors have asked
these gentlemen to become involved as cooperating agencies in try-
ing to sort out these new relationships and potentially new des-
ignations of this roadless land, they were told no, even though this
administration, over a good number of years has talked about the
concept of cooperating agencies, and bringing States into the deci-
sion-making process.

My State of Idaho has 8.2 million acres of this land that is being
considered now. It is, without question, key to my State’s future in
so many ways, and yet my State is being told, stand back and
stand down.

Our State filed a lawsuit sometime ago, dismissed by a Federal
judge, because the issue had not ripened enough, but the Federal
judge at that time admonished the Forest Service to involve the
States and the Federal—these gentlemen right here said no. The
reason is they have a time schedule they must stay to. It is an
agenda that has a great deal of politics tied to it, sadly enough.

New lawsuits have been filed as this issue ripens, and more law-
suits will be filed, and we will look at a variety of aspects, and I
will probably have to become a participant in most of those, be-
cause they are ignoring the impact of States out west.

We have State lands that are tied up inside these Federal lands
that could be locked away, and, of course, those lands directly in-
volve State funding, State agencies, mostly schools, education, or
denied access to them, or management of them. It could damage
the economy.

So that is one issue that I would very much like to visit with you
about in detail, because it has neared a crisis situation in the West
and in large public land States, but it affects all States that have
U.S. forestlands, as the right of the State to somehow participate
}:‘o some degree in the future land designations and uses of these
orests.

Mr. Chairman, my comments today will probably come mostly in
questions, so I will spend most of the morning with you here, be-
cause there are some key questions. I have some of the very similar
concerns that the Senator from West Virginia has expressed about
this budget, and its priorities, and the accountability of this agency
and their commitment to that accountability, and somehow their
inability to get to that point. I think that is very important for us.

There are a lot of other issues that I will be dealing with as we
move through these questions, but thank you very much. We ought
to hear from these gentlemen and get on with the questions.

Senator GORTON. Senator Domenici.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI

Senator DOMENICI. Mr. Chairman, I am struggling to get a budg-
et that has enough money in it for you to have something to appro-
priate.

Senator GORTON. I hear you talking.

Senator DOMENICI. I am not very preoccupied with this hearing,
except on some drought issues and emergency issues, and in my
turn I will ask about issues.
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Senator CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to correct the
record, especially for Senator Kohl. His Governor has asked for co-
operating agency status, and that has been denied. Thank you.

Senator GORTON. We are going to have a vote fairly soon. We
have a large number of members here, and with Senator Byrd’s
permission I am going to ask members like Senator Domenici and
Senator Kohl, if you have a relatively small number of questions,
we will let you go now, and then you will not have to come back
after the vote is over.

So I will start with you, and if it is all right with my colleagues,
with Senator Domenici, who has this whole budget to do. We will
hear your full statements, but it will be after we come back from
the vote.

So, Senator Kohl, please go ahead.

Senator KOHL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My questions are on the Roadless Initiative. For the State of
Wisconsin, of course, there are reports that 69,000 acres in the
Chequamegon Forest are inventoried roadless areas, which will be
affected by the Roadless Initiative. There seems to be some confu-
sion about where these acres are actually located. When will we
know exactly where these 69,000 areas are located?

Mr. DOMBECK. Senator, we have that information. In fact, after
the hearing is over, I am traveling to Milwaukee to meet with the
regional leadership team. So that information is on the Web. We
have that mapped. Those areas have been inventoried. I think
there is much confusion over where they are, and knowing where
they are is not the issue, I do not believe.

Senator KOHL. Thank you. Can you clarify what is meant by
inventoried roadless areas? Are these areas truly roadless? For ex-
ample, in phase one, one option identified is to prohibit road con-
struction or reconstruction in roadless areas. If these areas are
truly roadless, why would you need to prohibit reconstruction?

Mr. DoMBECK. The 69,000 acres on the Chequamegon and
Nicholet National Forests were inventoried under the RARE I and
RARE 1II exercises that occurred in, I believe, the late seventies.
Some of those areas may have trails, other kinds of things that had
never been classified, and have never been inventoried in any way.

Senator KoHL. Will more forestlands beyond the 69,000 acres in
Wisconsin be set aside when phase two of the Roadless Initiative
is implemented? How many acres will be included in phase two? I
know you may not have the exact numbers, but does anyone in the
Forest Service have even an estimate?

Mr. DOMBECK. Let me point out that on the roadless proposal
now, the proposals are in the process of being developed based
upon the scoping meetings that we have had around the country.

The current thinking, as this evolves, is that part two would ba-
sically be a local decisionmaking process. We would ask the local
communities to take a look at what is important to them with re-
gard to values, and then make that determination. It is just like
the decision as to whether something is officially a road or needs
to be decommissioned, or whatever. Those decisions all need to be
made at the local level.

There are some interesting facts with the Chequamegon and
Nicolet, however, and that is that there is virtually no impact on
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timber volume. Essentially, these forests are roaded. In the
Chequamegon and Nicolet we have—79 percent of these national
forests are within a %4 mile of an existing road. So it is an area
of concern. We really have limited impact.

Senator KOHL. I have heard from a number of people who are
concerned that they were unable to attend meetings on the
Roadless Initiative because they were too far away. Why were so
many of the public comment sessions that were held during the
scoping period located far from the affected forest communities, and
will you make an effort to hold future meetings closer to the af-
fected forest communities?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes, we will. Of the 185 meetings that we had—
and I believe we did have one on or very near every national for-
est—we are planning a two-staged approach.

When the proposal is out there and all the information is avail-
able, there will be a round of public meetings—with a meeting on
every national forest as well—to make sure people understand
where the data are, the maps that are available. They can take a
look at that information, take it back and digest it, and understand
what it really means. Then, after a period of time, they can come
back and comment on that information. So we are looking at exten-
sive public involvement on an issue that has been very, very chal-
lenging for the Forest Service and, I think, for everyone here for
a long, long time.

If we can get this issue behind us, so we can dedicate more en-
ergy to areas of agreement, I think it will be to everybody’s benefit.

Senator KOHL. Last question. I have been following with interest
the Path Initiative and Partnership for Advanced Technology for
Housing Act. This initiative to speed the creation and use of ad-
vanced housing technologies will help make housing more afford-
able and attractive, while conserving our wood fiber resources.

Since it was launched in 1998, PATH has earned the support of
the major wood industry associations and the housing industry.
The Forest Products Lab is taking the lead in this initiative, with
its research in woodframe housing. More than 30 universities
across the country are poised to participate in PATH.

The funding required to fully implement and maintain the Ad-
vanced Housing Research Center at the Forest Products Lab, so
that all of the partner universities can participate is $10 million
annually.

Does the Forest Service support PATH? Can you tell me why
there is only $1 million in the budget for the PATH Initiative?

Mr. DOMBECK. We are very, very supportive of the PATH pro-
gram. In fact, the part of the equation that we also need to spend
more time on when we talk about supply and demand with timber
is the efficiency of use. We currently now recycle about 40 percent
of our paper. Well, there is 60 percent more that we can focus on
as we deal with the supply and demand issues.

I am really proud of the work that is going on with the Forest
Products Lab in Madison. Robert Lewis, our Deputy Chief for Re-
search, is here, and is intimately familiar with that, and I will
have him give you the details.

Mr. LEwis. Thank you, Senator. The PATH program, we believe,
is an outstanding one, and at the Forest Products Lab, as well as
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here in the Washington office, we have been working to develop
that initiative.

As you pointed out, we have been working with our partners,
who are very much interested in advancing this. We have a request
of $1 million of new money in the administration’s budget.

This is the first year of the initiative that we hope will pay good
dividends down the line. You can be assured that we will continue
to support it in out-year budget planning.

Senator KOHL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator GORTON. Senator Domenici, we will let you have your
questions, so that you can go on to other work, and at that point
we will take a recess while we vote.

Senator DOMENICI. I just have a question that relates to two
things. It may be irrelevant, because Mexico may have received an
onslaught of moisture in the last 2 days. If we got 2 or 3 days,
these questions will not be terribly relevant. But certainly last Fri-
day, if you would have been here, they would have been very rel-
evant, so I think they remain so.

As you know, we are in a big drought in the Southwest. New
Mexico and Arizona, in particular, are predicted to have very, very
significant difficulties this year.

You are behind schedule with reference to some of the mitigation
activities regarding fire danger in the national forests, and I dis-
cussed this with you last year, but could you tell me what specific
measures are being taken to mitigate fire danger in New Mexico,
and in particular, Arizona and related States, and do you need
some reserve money, if we do an urgent supplemental for such a
thing as a drought emergency in this area?

Mr. DoMBECK. We will be taking a look at that. The drought sit-
uation is severe in the Southwest, and, in fact, the band of drought
goes across Texas and into Florida. We have a tough situation.
Thank goodness, just recently, Idaho and other places north have
gotten more precipitation following the pattern as we had last year.

We are allocating more fire prevention dollars. We have had con-
tinual increases from 1998, 1999, to 2000, and we are going to con-
tinue to do that. I might ask Janice McDougal, from our State and
Private Forestry program who manages the fire effort, to give us
some more details.

Ms. McDOUGAL. Senator, we have been paying very close atten-
tion to the drought conditions in the Southwest. We have not yet
received a severity request from the region. This money would
allow them to bring on the people they need just in case there is
a severe outbreak of fire.

We also understand that $150 million could be included in the
supplemental package that is being developed for that.

Senator DOMENICI. Has there been a request for that money?

Ms. McDOUGAL. Yes.

Senator DOMENICI. Were you aware of that, Mr. Dombeck?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you. With reference to a National
Drought Policy Commission, are you familiar with that——

Mr. DOMBECK. I am, Senator.

Senator DOMENICI [continuing]. Do you represent the Secretary
on that?
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Mr. DOMBECK. Actually Deputy Secretary Rominger co-chairs
that effort.

Senator DOMENICI. Could I ask you, is your department con-
cerned about what ought to be in that report, in terms of Forest
Service emergencies that are caused by drought? As we look at the
Federal law, drought as an emergency is one of the incidents of se-
vere damage that has no real assistance provisions.

You can run out of rural water wells, and it could be the equiva-
lent of losing a sewer system or a water system, but we do not have
any way of helping these people in a severe drought. Are you par-
ticipating as a Department to get specifics in the National Commis-
sion’s recommendations?

Secretary LyoNs. I will have to visit with Deputy Secretary
Rominger on that specific point——

Senator DOMENICI. Would you?

Secretary LYONS [continuing]. Mr. Chairman. I will be glad to do
that. I know Rich and I have talked both about the wildfire issues,
as well as the potential impacts on agriculture.

Senator DOMENICI. Would you put that in the record after you
have consulted as to what you-all are thinking about in that re-
gard?

Mr. DoMBECK. We will be pleased to do that, and we will send
you a letter as well.

Senator DOMENICI. I thank you. Thank you very much.

Senator GORTON. We apologize, but as you know, we have a vote
now. We will recess. When we come back we will allow both of you,
invite both of you, to make your opening statements, and then go
on with questions. Thank you.

Senator BENNETT [presiding]. The subcommittee will come to
order. Senator Gorton has asked that we get started as he votes,
and Senator Craig has a series of questions prepared.

So, Senator Craig, we will recognize you.

Senator CRAIG. Thank you very much, Senator Bennett.

Jim and Mike, we are going to wait for your opening statements
until the chairman and the ranking member return. I have a series
of questions that I will ask for the record up until that time.

First of all, Chief Dombeck, we have just sent down to you, as
of yesterday, I believe, some revising efforts on our part. When I
say ours, Senator Ron Wyden and myself, as it relates to the issue
of the timber-dependent school district. We would hope to do mark-
up by next Wednesday, and would like to have your comments back
or reactions to that prior to that if we could. Is that something that
we could expect you could respond to?

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, we hope to. We will sure make that a pri-
ority. As I have said in the past, I think that of all the issues that
we are working on, that is one that I think that we are all hopeful
that we can resolve some of the differences and move forward with.
It is a very high priority for us.

Senator CRAIG. Well, we are working from your language, so we
hope that that is an effort to accommodate, so we can move this
thing forward. I have a sense that we may be closer than some
would like to have us at this moment, and if that is true, maybe
some good policy could occur.
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Let me go on to ask questions. As you know, for the last several
years, the Forest Service and the Idaho delegation has worked to-
gether to purchase conservation easements in the Sawtooth Na-
tional Recreation Area.

This program has worked well to protect the traditional ranching
industry of the area, recognizing the private property rights, and
conserving the beauty of the area, perhaps one of the crown jewels
of the national forest system.

It was unique when it was originally created, in that it was a
combination of a natural area, and an alpine ranching valley, in an
effort to maintain the pastoral setting that had become so well
known in Idaho in that part of the West.

This year, the administration requests $5 million for these ease-
ments; however, according to a March 13 letter by your forest su-
pervisor, Bill Levere, $12.5 million in additional money is needed
to purchase the easements for the current willing sellers. I guess,
Jim, this is a question of you, because you and I have visited about
this issue.

I think we are all concerned of the bidding war that goes on out
there over scenic easements, when we cannot keep current and re-
spond to them, and get them acquired, as was the intent of the law
and the original legislation that created the Sawtooth National
Recreation area. I know that you had talked about a desire, as is
{nine, to try to get this problem out of the way sooner rather than
ater.

I am not sure that we can do that this year, or are prepared to
do it. Senator Crapo and I request that the $12.5 million be in-
cluded in the fiscal year 2001 budget. Is the Forest Service pre-
pared to support that amount?

Secretary LYoNs. Well, Senator, let me take one step back and
revisit our conversation, because I, too, share a desire to resolve
these issues, and have worked very closely with you, your col-
league, Senator Crapo, with the Sawtooth Society, Bethene Church,
Senator Church’s widow, and former Governor Andrews to try to
pull these pieces together.

I know Bill has made this estimate of $12.4 million. I cannot give
you a point-blank estimate of what we are willing to support. I
think the way to address this—and this is what I proposed to you
previously and would like to pursue—would be for all of us to sit
down at a certain time. I have actually asked my staff to look into
a possible meeting in early May to get a handle of where willing
sellers remain, the estimated property or, in this case, easement
values, and the best way to get at that, whether it is $12.4 million,
whether it is something less or more, whether we can do it in 1
year or 2 years.

My understanding is that not all the properties have been lined
up, that is, not all the agreements have been reached.

Senator CRAIG. That is correct.

Secretary LYONS. My goal, and I know you share this, given our
conversations, is to try and avoid the value-creep that comes of
each last parcel awaiting its turn to come in line for acquisition
easement. So I would suggest we sit down with the appropriate of-
ficials. I have talked to the lands staff at the Forest Service, if you
are willing to do that with Senator Crapo——
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Senator CRAIG. Sure.

Secretary LYONS [continuing]. And the colleagues in the Saw-
tooth Society. We figure out what it is going to take. Then I commit
to work with you to try and secure the resources to make sure we
can finish this once and for all. I know you, and Senator McClure,
and others who were instrumental in the legislation, would like to
see it completed.

Senator CrRAIG. Well, I am very willing to accept that initiative.
I would like to get our hands around the issue and the values. We
have already had phenomenal creep in values compared to what
the original easements were purchased for, but then, of course, val-
ues have changed, in a real sense. So let me say, yes. Let us work
on a date——

Secretary LYONS. Very good.

Senator CRAIG [continuing]. And see that we can come together
to get that done. Of course, I would suggest sooner rather than
later, as we work on this budget and the priorities. Hopefully, we
can get more achieved this year than less, even if it is a 2-year
cycle, and our effort to resolve takes that kind of time.

On February 14, President Clinton asked Secretary Glickman to
present his recommendations regarding whether appropriate stew-
ardship of the giant sequoia groves warrants exercise of, quote,
“My authority under the Antiquities Act.” I do not think it is any
secret of my opposition to the way this President has used that act.
It is no small coincidence that these designations come, in my opin-
ion, in a prime election year. I think they are as political as they
are conservation driven, and I have always viewed that as pretty
shameful, in a misuse of the act itself.

My colleague to my right had his State trampled in the last elec-
toral process by that kind of an initiative, and there is a great ap-
prehension out in the West, as it relates to our lands, and how that
act might get used.

The Secretary has received a request recently to appoint an inde-
pendent panel of experts in giant sequoia matters to provide an un-
biased review of the available scientific information. Does the Sec-
retary plan to appoint such a panel prior to forwarding his rec-
ommendation to the President? Do either of you know of that?

Mr. DoMBECK. What I can tell you—I do not know the specific
answer to that question—but I do know that I have asked the for-
est supervisor of the Sequoia National Forest, the regional forester,
and a local team to take a look at this whole effort.

They have had a couple of public meetings to make their rec-
ommendations to us, which we will then forward to the Secretary.
I know that they are keen on the need for a scientific panel.

Secretary LYONS. Senator, if I could just amplify one thing, and
that is to recognize your concern about process. I think you also
recognize the public concern, the fact that half of the giant sequoia
groves that remain are part of the Sequoia National Forest, and a
strong belief that through proper stewardship they should obvi-
ously be retained as a unique legacy to this country. That is the
reason we are proceeding with this initiative, and the Secretary di-
rected Mike to proceed with the analysis.

Of course, we had two rather vociferous hearings recently in an-
other part of the world. I think it is clear that there are concerns
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that need to be addressed. We seek to do this in a way that not
only invites public participation, but ensures the best scientific
guidance in the management of those groves, and also close coordi-
nation with the Park Service for the groves that they have under
their jurisdiction, should a recommendation move forward to create
a monument.

Senator CRAIG. Well, Jim, it would be a bit of a precedent to in-
volve the public in an antiquities move. You have not done that in
the past. In fact, in the past you have not even consulted Members
of Congress.

The President directed the Secretary to consult with the appro-
priate Members of Congress during his review process. Do you
know if he has, and whom that might be.

Secretary LYONS. I would have to follow up on that, Senator.

Senator CRAIG. OK. Do all of the area Members of Congress sup-
port the new national monument concept there?

Secretary LYONS. Again, from some conversations, I know there
is interest. I think it depends on who you are referring to specifi-
cally.

I do not want to characterize particular Members’ views on this,
but there have been some concerns expressed about local impacts,
obviously. There are others who have been very supportive and
concerned about retention of the groves.

Senator CRAIG. Sure. Well, I think all of us recognize the tremen-
dous value of the giant sequoias. One last question in that realm,
the chairman is here, and I know he wants me to move on.

Senator GORTON [presiding]. You can finish your questions, Sen-
ator.

Senator CRAIG. OK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

In the last few days I have been contacted by a group of people
who use Hume Lake Christian Camp. The camp is private prop-
erty, and from what I understand, is located entirely within the
boundaries of a proposed national monument. These people are
scared.

I think that is the only way I can express the emotion I sensed
from conversations with them. They are scared that the Forest
Service will attempt to control what they do with their private
property, all in the name of protecting these magnificent sequoias.

I realize that the monument does not exist yet, therefore, no
management plan is in place. However, Secretary Glickman will be
making recommendations to the President soon, and I would hope
that this administration would be sensitive to these private prop-
erty needs.

I think any private property that would find itself located within
a national monument would all of a sudden find itself having a dif-
ferent kind of relationship than it had in a non-national monument
setting, access, restrictions, that kind of thing, and I think that the
Hume Lake Christian Camp has expressed that to me.

They are very frustrated, and bluntly put, they are frightened,
because they have seen what has happened with this agency and
these kinds of dictates in the past.

Secretary LYONS. Well, Senator, obviously, uncertainty breeds
fear and concern. I want to emphasize two things. This administra-



55

tion is committed to protecting the property rights of individuals
and entities such as the church that you identified.

Under ANILCA, of course, we are required to provide access to
in-holders and private individuals. We intend to respect those pri-
vate property rights, both in the context of what we are reviewing
here—the presidential direction to consider the creation of the na-
tional monument for the giant sequoias—and also in the context of
our discussions on the future of roadless areas.

Senator CRAIG. Well, I appreciate you saying that. I have seen
some very ill-thought-out processes rushed on by politics, where
private property rights were not recognized until after the fact.

Senator BENNETT. Senator, would you yield?

Senator CRAIG. I would be happy to yield.

Senator BENNETT. When the national monument was created in
Utah, I decided somewhat facetiously that it was drawn with a soft
crayon somewhere in the bowels of the Interior Department, be-
cause some of my constituents woke up the next morning to find
that portions of their driveways were in the national monument.

I would hope that you would be a little more exact in drawing
the boundaries of this one than of the last one.

Secretary LYONS. We will use a fine-point pen, I can assure you,
Senator.

Senator CRAIG. That is why I bring it up now. Well-worn, folks,
let me put it that way. Do your homework and do it well, and do
it publicly. This closed door politics has got to stop when it comes
to re-designation of the public lands. It is a public process, that this
policy-making body requires.

The Supreme Court spoke yesterday to an over-extension of
agenc}ir authority, and this Congress is going to react. So please do
it right.

Secretary LYONS. Thank you, Senator.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES LYONS

Senator GORTON. It might be appropriate now to let the two of
you make your opening statements.

Secretary LYONS. I am not quite sure where to begin, Mr. Chair-
man.

Senator GORTON. They will, of course, be included in the record,
and perhaps a summary would be appropriate, but it is your turn
to say what you would like to say.

Secretary LYONS. I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman, and I appre-
ciate Senator Dorgan joining us, and certainly Senator Bennett and
Senator Craig. We are honored to have had the chairman of the
Budget Committee and the chairman of the full Appropriations
Committee join us as well for a while.

In light of your opening comments about priorities in the budget
situation we face, or the ongoing debate about a budget resolution,
I will try to make things easier for you and focus in on priorities,
at least as far as I think we see them. Then Mike will address
some issues certainly related to our efforts to deal with account-
ability and, obviously, some of the other particular concerns he is
addressing now.

Let me start out by saying, Mr. Chairman, that I appreciate cer-
tainly your kind words, Senator Bennett’s kind words, and the



56

working relationship we have had with all the members of the sub-
committee. At times, we have had some very strong disagreements
about policy. But I believe we have been able to work through some
very difficult issues in the past. This budget will be a difficult one
as well.

But I really appreciate your personal commitment and those of
the other members of the subcommittee to try and do the right
thing. I think that is the best guide we can all follow in trying to
resolve the issues that we face and trying to work together in a col-
laborative way to best help the people we serve.

You represent particular States and particular interests. Unfor-
tunately, Mike and I are put in the position of trying to represent
all interests in the United States and a very diverse set of inter-
ests. When it comes to the management of the national forests,
public lands complicate things immeasurably. We really do appre-
ciate the extent to which you continue to work with us to try and
move forward in making progress for the future years in the na-
tional forests and our conservation legacy.

What I would like to focus on, Mr. Chairman, is just a few items.
Some of these have already been alluded to and questions raised.
We have put a great deal of emphasis, certainly during my tenure
in office and certainly during Mike’s tenure as chief, on the issue
of roads, and road management, and road access. We have a num-
ber of initiatives underway to attempt to deal with issues associ-
ated with roads.

There is a reason for this, and that is, not only do we have an
extensive road system in the national forests—I will not go into the
numbers, but we know they are huge, they are around 380,000
miles—we have a tremendous backlog in maintenance and manage-
ment of that road system.

It seems prudent, as managers of this public estate, to try and
do a better job of managing the infrastructure that we have. One
key to ensuring continued access to the national forests—whether
it is for management or recreation use, to protect resources, or to
provide access to utilize those resources—we need to make sure we
have better management of the existing road system.

Obviously, we have proposed a significant initiative with regard
to roadless areas. The issue of roadless areas has tied up the For-
est Service in knots for two decades. It was not resolved in the late
seventies with RARE I and RARE II.

It was not resolved, unfortunately, in the process we followed in
the early eighties by working through the State-wide wilderness
bills. There was still concern about the future years of inventoried
roadless areas.

So with certainly encouragement and strong direction from the
President, we have attempted to take this issue on. We have at-
tempted to take it on not, in my mind, because of any political
agenda—more because we need to resolve this issue to try and sim-
plify the lives of those who are responsible for managing those re-
sources—to provide more certainty to those communities that are
impacted—to try and put this issue behind us so that we can get
on with the business of being stewards of the landscapes that we
are entrusted to manage.
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The roadless issue, in my mind—and I think the numbers would
back us up—is not a matter of timber supply. Less than 5 percent
of what we project would be harvested from the national forests
over the next 5 years would come from roadless areas; less than 5
percent.

There are five forests, though, where more than 25 percent of
their volume would come from roadless areas and, unfortunately,
Senator Bennett has four of those. So I understand Senator Ben-
nett’s concerns, because some of the localized impacts would be sig-
nificant.

The fifth is the Tongass, where more than 50 percent of the pro-
gram would come from roadless areas. For those of you who have
had a chance to look at the Notice of Intent that was issued, we
gave deference to that in not recommending or suggesting that the
Tongass not be addressed. At least in part one of our Roadless Ini-
tiative—that is—to how we would deal with the inventory of
roadless areas initially.

I do not believe that this is an issue of wildfire risk. We have
done an extensive job of mapping wildfire risk across the United
States. We find that only 3 million acres of the roadless areas coin-
cide with areas of high wildfire risk in the United States.

We believe we should focus our efforts in managing wildfire risks
in those areas where there is a high threat to public safety and
property. That is why we are focusing our efforts in areas in closer
proximity to urban areas and communities that might be impacted
by wildfire.

Given the resources we have been able to obtain—the resources
you have provided to us for fuel treatment, and the like—we have
made considerable progress in that regard. We still are woefully
short of the dollars that we need to address this issue. We appre-
ciate the support you have provided. What you will find is that if
we were simply to—under an assumption that we will continue to
be funded at the current levels for fuel treatment, if we continue
to treat those areas that are roaded, it would take upwards of 15
to 17 years just to catch up with the backlog of work we have on
the already roaded estate.

So I do not believe the roadless issue impacts our efforts to deal
with fuel treatment with regard to wildfire risk.

Finally, I do not think this is really an issue of access. The real
issue affecting access is going to be determined by how we manage
that existing infrastructure—that road and trail infrastructure, so
the chart that was first put up I think illustrates—these are num-
bers adjusted for fiscal year 2000 in constant dollars, and what
they show is, construction and reconstruction has declined over
time. We have not placed as much emphasis on building new roads,
though we are trying to put more money into reconstruction.

Road maintenance dollars, where we put most of our effort, have
increased slightly; though, as adjusted for inflation, you can see,
Mr. Chairman, we are not quite keeping up. In fact, our engineer-
ing staff tells us that each year the backlog of maintenance needs
increases by $120 million on just that portion of the road system
that is highly trafficked for recreation, for management purposes,
for simply rural commerce.
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The larger portion of the system, which is about 300,000 miles,
which is largely natural cover, is simply not maintained, and it is
eroding in a rapid rate.

So we think dealing with roads, dealing with road manage-
ment—another proposal that is currently pending, out for public
consideration, and dealing with road maintenance—is a critical
need that we need to address.

We also have placed a great deal of emphasis in recent years in
trying to increase funding for recreation. We appreciate that tools
that have been provided to us by the Congress to charge fees to the
Rec Fee Demo Program—and I know, Senator Craig, we have had
our problems with rec fee demo, but I hope I can convince you at
some point in time that it warrants your continued support, be-
cause I think it is critical to securing the additional resources to
deal with the infrastructure needs—the improvements that are
critical to ensure better customer service on the national forest es-
tate.

Recreation demand continues to skyrocket. We are close to a bil-
lion visitor-days a year. We have a difficult time keeping up with
and managing for that system. One of the reasons is, we have al-
ways viewed recreation as fun, not really a critical management
issue, and more and more we find it is.

It is from the standpoint of ensuring that the public has a chance
to enjoy recreation; it is from the standpoint of minimizing the im-
pacts of excessive recreation use in certain places, on natural re-
sources; and it is from the standpoint of maintaining the quality
of the experience.

More and more we are finding, for example, in wilderness areas,
we have to go through a permitting system—I think Alpine Lakes
Wilderness is now under a permit system—simply to try and en-
sure that those who can get a chance to get in the back country
can enjoy the experience they anticipated, as a part of that system.
The budget includes increased funding, 27.5 percent increase for
recreation, and I think that is a critical need.

I also want to address the issue of land acquisition because this
is an issue that comes up in most of these hearings. Unfortunately,
there is a perception that some Federal agencies—and I do not
think we are as guilty perhaps as some—but some Federal agencies
are aggressively seeking funds to increase land acquisition and
bring more lands into the Federal estate.

The truth of the matter is, Mr. Chairman—these are actual dol-
lars. The truth of the matter is, we had relatively high levels of
funding for land acquisition back during the Bush administration.

The fiscal years 1991 and 1992 budgets there, you will see re-
flected, were, of course, Bush budgets. Then funding levels declined
as we attempted to deal with budget deficits and the like.

We are now requesting additional funds for land acquisition. The
chart you have in front of you, gentlemen, shows how those num-
bers will be adjusted for constant dollars. I think if you drew a line
across from fiscal year 1991 over to 2000, 2001, you would see we
are just now getting back to slight increases above the funding lev-
els we had, in real terms, earlier in this decade.

I want to emphasize that we do not acquire lands other than on
a willing-seller basis. I cannot think of, during my 7 years in office,
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more than one time in which we used condemnation authority, and
that was a friendly condemnation. The landowner asked us to go
through that process.

We are trying to use new tools. Mr. Chairman, you emphasized
the use of conservation easements. We found the public reaction
and concern about the tax rules was such that we needed to come
up with new approaches of doing business.

The Forest Legacy program has helped tremendously. We appre-
ciate the support you gave us last year. We seek to double that pro-
gram this year to $60 million as part of the President’s Lands Leg-
acy Initiative. In fact, our goal is to permanently fund not only
land acquisition, but Forest Legacy, and another important pro-
gram, the Urban and Community Forestry Program, in the context
of the Kara bill, whatever form it takes, when it eventually passes
the House and the Senate.

Other initiatives in the budget that I would just emphasize brief-
ly—because I think they reflect, I know they reflect our efforts to
try and deal with some of the issues that we have discussed in this
room before, Mr. Chairman—one is the payments to States initia-
tive that Senator Craig and Senator Wyden have worked with us
on.
We initiated efforts to try and reform payments to States 2 years
ago. We appreciate, certainly, the engagement and leadership in
the Congress that they have provided. We still have some concerns
about the legislation.

We have not had a chance to review what has been presented by
Senator Craig most recently. Those concerns, Senator, are around
identifying a funding source, how we handle the advisory commit-
tees that are a part of that package, and also the issue of flexi-
bility.

We believe that the counties ought to have the right to choose
whether or not they want the 25 percent of the funds that are cur-
rently committed to projects—whether or not those funds should go
to education and roads, as the counties would normally have them
do—or whether they should go to projects.

I do not think anyone in Washington, DC, should dictate to the
counties how they want their money used. In fact, I have heard
this said to me many times in this room, I would emphasize.

So we suggest that rule of thumb should apply here as well; al-
though, we are anxious, I would suggest to you, to develop joint
projects with communities on the ground. I think there is a tremen-
dous opportunity to do good stewardship work and develop a closer
working relationship with those communities. So we would hope
the communities would exercise that authority, but we want to give
them that choice.

Another initiative in the budget, we call HIRE, Healthy Invest-
ments in Rural Environments. This is an attempt, Mr. Chairman,
a creative attempt to reform the existing trust funds—salvage,
Knutson-Vandenberg, reforestation, and timber sales pipeline
fund—to create a pool of resources that we could then use to work
with local communities to provide local employment to deal with
some of the infrastructure issues we have, such as road mainte-
nance and road reconstruction, timber salvage, trail maintenance
work, work on recreation facilities, and the like.
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One of the things that has always thwarted us in providing op-
portunities for local employment is the certainty of having that
funding available. No community can make an investment—no
State is willing to partner up with an entity who has money this
year, but not next year. It is not worth the investment. We have
}earned this through the Northwest Forest Plan and in other ef-
orts.

So we have proposed to generate a pool of funds that would pro-
vide some certainty. In this next year, we provide $300 million to
begin the process of providing local employment and dealing with
the infrastructure issues that face us. So we are trying to be cre-
ative in how we deal with these issues, Mr. Chairman.

Let me emphasize one other thing that is ongoing that I think
is significant. Reference was made in your opening comments, Mr.
Chairman, to monies requested for forest planning. We are in the
process of reforming our forest planning process.

Actually, it has been a process that has been underway for 11
years. It is one I would like to wrap up this year. We are seeking
to revolutionize, if you will, how we do forest planning, to place
more emphasis on collaboration and up-front involvement from
communities of interest, from individuals in communities that are
affected by forest planning.

We are seeking to enhance the linkage between the research we
do in research and development, and what guides us in terms of
management. We are trying to deal with some of the thorny issues
that have really hurt us in terms of past management—issues as-
sociated with viability—and what viability standards should
apply—issues associated with monitoring—so that if we, in fact,
are able to come up with a system of accountability that measures
performance by what they do on the ground, we can actually mon-
itor that and determine that.

I think that will help us as managers and it will help us build
public trust. All too often we make commitments to do things on
the ground, never gone back to check, and lo and behold, the public
has and said: “Wait a minute, you did not do what you said you
were going to do,” or the outcome was not what we anticipated, and
maybe you need to readjust.

When Jack Ward Thomas was Chief, Jack would often come up
and talk about ecosystem management and adaptive management.
Our whole budget is built on this framework of adaptive manage-
ment, and Mike and I have tried to carry that forward.

It is critical that we are able to make changes in the forest plan-
ning process and secure the additional resources to put that plan-
ning process in place—to do the monitoring, to develop better link-
age to the science, and better improve public involvement in this
process—so we can start to build partnerships for the management
of the national forests instead of the adversarial relationships that
exist all too often in places that all you gentlemen know.

Let me sum up, Mr. Chairman, by suggesting to you, as you
might anticipate, that I think this budget is on track. We may not
have the money to do what we have proposed to do. We will have
to work with you to deal within the constraints that we operate.
In this last budget—at least, that I will be presenting to you—I
thought that it was important that we made a statement about
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where we want to head—a statement that reflected what we be-
lieve is a continuing trend towards improving resource steward-
ship—of improving service to the public, of trying to tackle and re-
solve some of the difficult issues—and of trying to strike a balance
that is called for in the Multiple-Use, Sustained Act.

I think for too many years we have placed focus on commodity
production. Senator Bennett, I really appreciated your bringing up
the issues associated with forest health and the concern.

Our challenge is to manage the health of the forest in its broad-
est sense. That means to improve watersheds and watershed
health. It means to improve recreation access and facilities. It
means to clean up roads and deal with road construction. It means
to be a friend and an ally, working with private landowners. It
means to protect critical lands on a willing-seller basis. And to use
new tools to provide protections for those lands with conservation
easements.

It means serving rural communities. It means serving urban
communities as well, particularly communities like Seattle, which
are surrounded by national forests and have a big impact on our
forests—and depend on their forests for recreation and tourism—
and a quality of life that attracts more and more people to that
part of the world—and that is true in other parts of the world. Salt
Lake is an excellent example, as well, as you know, Senator Ben-
nett.

I think we are on the right track. Are the forests in better shape?
In some places, they may not be; in other places, I think we are
moving in a direction so that they will be, and we are trying to lay
a foundation to achieve that.

I certainly am proud of what we have been able to accomplish,
Mr. Chairman. I am very pleased and proud of the working rela-
tionship we have had with you; in our ability to try and move for-
ward and deal with the tough issues—and leave a legacy that we
are all going to be proud of. I believe this budget is a critical part
o}f; moving in the direction that will assure that we can, in fact, do
that.

Now, I would like to yield to Chief Dombeck.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES LYONS

Chairman gorton, Senator Byrd, amd members of the subcommittee, thank you
for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the forest Service’s pro-
posed budget for fiscal year 2001.

I would like to present a brief overview of our budget request and highlight some
of the priorities we've identified in three broad areas. Chief Dombeck will address
these and other areas in greater detail. The three areas I want to highlight are: (1)
the major Presidential initiatives, as reflected in the fiscal year 2001 Budget, to pro-
mote the long-term sustainability and productivity of the Nation’s forests and grass-
lands; (2) the strides that have been made in restoring program and financial ac-
countability within the Forest Service; and (3) our ongoing efforts to resolve issues
of long-standing concern to the public and the Forest Service as we better prepare
the agency to meet the challenges it will face this next century.

Today more than ever, we are involved in important debates about the future of
America’s forests. Underlying all of these debates is a common thread: what we do
today will ensure that our forests, grasslands and river systems retain their health,
diversity, resilience and productivity for future generations. While there are dif-
fering approaches, I think that we would all agree that it is in the best interests
of the Forest Service and the Congress to work together to ensure that we have sus-
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tainable communities that thrive and prosper in ways that promote land health and
community well-being.

First, a brief overview. Overall, we are requesting $3.1 billion for Forest Service
discretionary spending in fiscal year 2001. This is a 14 percent increase over the
fiscal year 2000 appropriation and includes the funding to do such things as institu-
tionalize accountability and provide the quality service that the American public ex-
pects the Forest Service to provide.

The budget requests a $138.6 million increase in funding for the National Forest
System. This is a 12 percent increase from fiscal year 2000. In addition, the budget
proposes an increase of $13.3 million to enhance the agency’s widely recognized role
in forest and rangeland research, including increased research for better utilization
of small diameter timber and woody material and the relationship of soil produc-
tivity to the carbon cycle. The budget also proposes an increase of over 22 percent
in the State and Private Forestry appropriation that now also includes International
Programs.

BUDGET PRIORITIES OF THE PRESIDENT

Lands Legacy Initiative.—Again President Clinton proposed funding for the Lands
Legacy Initiative in the fiscal year 2001 budget to help protect environmentally sen-
sitive lands from development, preserve great places, and provide more open, green
space for Americans in suburban and urban areas. The Forest Service has three pro-
grams that play a role in this initiative: its land acquisition program; the Forest
Legacy program; and the Urban and Community Forestry programs. While many
in Congress are very familiar with the agency’s valuable land acquisition program
for which the President has requested $130 million, the Forest Legacy and Urban
and Community Forestry programs are just getting the attention and recognition
they deserve from the public as two additional valuable conservations programs.

The Urban and Community Forestry program provides grants and technical as-
sistance to thousands of communities and major cites across America helping them
to maintain or expand their “green infrastructure.” The program helps them plant
trees along city streets, abandoned lots, parks, as well as understand all of the dif-
ferent ways trees can help solve environmental problems such as reducing storm
water run off. While many are focused on providing money to build parks, Urban
and Community Forestry funding actually provides the technical assistance to help
decide how and what is planted in those parks. It is a program that complements
such state-side programs like the Urban Parks and Recreation Recovery program.
Because the demand for this program has grown so strongly over the last five years,
the President has again requested $40 million for this program.

The Forest Legacy program is unique in that it provides States money to acquire
easements on private forested lands that are under pressure from development.
Over twenty States are now participating in the Forest Legacy Program and are re-
questing nearly $100 million in assistance to purchase easements. The States utilize
these lands for a number of purposes, including providing public recreation opportu-
nities as well as preserving habitat for critical wildlife. As a result of this increase
in demand, the President has requested $60 million for fiscal year 2001.

HIRE Proposal.—The President’s 2001 budget includes the Healthy Investments
in Rural Environments (HIRE) initiative that accomplishes a number of important
goals for the Forest Service including:

—Creating new private-sector jobs in rural and forest dependent communities,

where jobs for skilled workers continue to be in dire need;

—Providing the Forest Service more management flexibility to address the grow-
ing forest and rangeland health, ecosystem restoration, and facility, trail, and
road maintenance challenges facing the national forests;

—Improving the accountability and manageability of the Forest Service’s trust
fund system;

—Continuing work currently performed by the Forest Service under the trusts, to
address both the priority work funded by the existing trust funds and support
a wide-scale jobs creation program.

To achieve these goals, the Forest Service proposes replacing four permanent and
trust fund accounts (the Salvage Sale, Knutson-Vandenberg (K-V), Reforestation,
and Timber Sale Pipeline Restoration (USDA-only) funds) with a new mandatory
appropriation called HIRE.

Under the HIRE proposal, all timber sale receipts would return to the Treasury.
At the same time, the Forest Service would receive a new mandatory appropriation
of more than $300 million a year. The Forest Service would allocate this money to
the field through the same allocation criteria methods it uses for discretionary funds
and would display its allocations to Congress for greater accountability.
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Payments to States.—The Administration has also been working diligently to sta-
bilize county payments for education and road maintenance that have previously
been linked to timber sale levels. Faced with declining timber sales on our National
Forests, we have put forth proposals that would instead provide a more reliable
stream of funding. Our proposal has evolved a great deal and we are now working
with Congress to craft legislation that would stabilize payments, maintain healthy
ecosystems, and restore a closer working relationship between rural counties and
the Forest Service.

Clean Water Action Plan.—The President’s Clean Water Action Plan emphasizes
targeting priority watersheds to improve water quality. Several actions in the plan
are related to management of national forests and grasslands, including restoration
of stream corridors and riparian areas, inventory and monitoring, cleanup of aban-
doned mine lands and hazardous material sites, decommissioning/maintenance of
roads; and improved rangeland vegetation and grazing management. The fiscal year
2001 budget includes an increase of $84 million for this initiative compared to fiscal
year 2000. This funding is critical to meeting the requirements of the Clean Water
Act, among other State and Federal laws.

Watershed Health and Restoration.—Forest Service lands also serve as the head-
waters for many major river systems and aquifers that are essential for the nation’s
water supply, and contain valuable riparian, wetland, and coastal areas. Although
there have been significant improvements in water quality since the Clean Water
Act of 1972, 40 to 50 percent of our watersheds are still in need of restoration and
protection. For this reason, the President is requesting $487.7 million for fiscal year
2001 for these activities, which is a 9 percent increase over fiscal year 2000.

With this money, the Forest Service hopes to continue investing in twelve large-
scale watershed restoration projects begun in fiscal year 2000. The main purpose
of this effort is to develop an agency-wide strategy that focuses resource actions on
significant portions of land to enhance its clean water, wetlands, migratory birds,
fisheries, riparian areas, and watersheds as well as provide other goods and services
to communities.

Recreation.—Americans cherish the national forests and grasslands for the values
they provide—clean water, clean air, natural scenic beauty, important natural re-
sources, protection of rare species, majestic forests, wilderness, a connection with
their history, and opportunities for unparalleled outdoor adventure. In an increas-
ingly urbanized society, outdoor recreation provides most Americans with an oppor-
tunity to reconnect to the lands and waters that sustain them. Recreation visitors
expect a great deal from the Forest Service in terms of settings, experiences, facili-
ties and services; and they will expect even more in the future. Recreation is the
fastest growing use on the national forests and grasslands.

The Forest Service will finalize its new recreation strategy this year with the help
and input of the public. Our recreation strategy will be founded more on quality cus-
tomer service, based on a complete understanding of customers’ wants and needs.
The strategy will help sustain ecosystems, highlight special places and stimulate
rural economies. We pride ourselves in innovative partnerships and collaborative re-
lationships to accomplish the recreation job, all while ensuring that recreation op-
portunities take place within the ecological sideboards necessary to maintain land
health. We strive to serve new constituencies, urban populations, the underserved
and low-income people to maintain the relevancy of national forests for future gen-
erations.

The fiscal year 2001 funding request includes $30 million proposed for developing
tourism; reengineering the special use permitting process; and developing trails, rec-
reational facilities and attractions targeted toward lower income and resource-de-
pendent areas adjacent to National Forests, where there are excellent tourism op-
portunities. The fiscal year 2001 proposed funding for the recreation component of
the Natural Resource Agenda totals $397.4 million, a 13 percent increase over fiscal
year 2000.

OTHER ADMINISTRATION PRIORITIES

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to make you aware of a few other initiatives that
are being undertaken by the Administration:

Roadless Area Initiative.—In October 1999, President Clinton asked the Forest
Service to begin an open public process to address how roadless areas within the
national forest system would be managed in the future. Roadless areas have typi-
cally remained without roads because of inaccessibility, rugged terrain, low timber
values, environmental concerns and high costs associated with litigation. In fact,
historically, Forest Service entry into roadless areas has a fifty percent failure rate
due to the reasons stated above.
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Understandably, Forest Service managers often choose to invest resources in
projects that have broader public support, less cost, and fewer environmental im-
pacts than building roads in roadless areas.

So, in response to the President’s announcement, the Forest Service released a no-
tice of intent (NOI) to prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) on October
19, 1999, and proposed a two part process to determine how the public would prefer.

—Part one would address restriction of certain activities, such as new road con-
struction, in inventoried roadless areas.

—Part two would establish national direction for managing inventoried roadless
areas, and for determining whether and to what extent similar protections
should be extended to un-inventoried roadless areas. Part two would be imple-
mented through local forest planning.

—Both part one and part two would be implemented with extensive public in-
volvement.

On December 20, 1999, the Forest Service concluded a comment period on the

scope of the proposal. During this comment period, the agency:

—Hosted an unprecedented 190 regional and local public meetings;

—Received more than 500,000 comments.

The Forest Service is now preparing a draft environmental impact statement
(DEIS) that will detail the agency’s proposed action and its likely effects. The agen-
cy plans to conduct another comment period and an equal number of public meet-
ings when it releases the draft environmental impact statement and a proposed rule
in spring 2000. The agency plans to release a final environmental impact statement
and regulation before the end of 2000.

Forest Service Roads Policy.—On the other side of the coin, the proposed Forest
Service Roads Policy would revise how the Forest Service manages the more than
380,000 miles of existing roads already in the national forest transportation system.

The Forest Service currently has a deferred maintenance backlog of more than
$8.4 billion dollars and only receives about 20 percent of the funding it needs annu-
ally to maintain its existing road system to safety and environmental standards.

The proposed policy is an attempt to:

—Make the existing forest road system more safe, responsive to public needs, en-
vironmentally sound, affordable, and efficient to manage;

—Implement a public involvement process and scientific analysis procedure at the
local level to:

Help land managers and the public identify heavily used roads that the
agency should prioritize in terms of its limited maintenance and reconstruc-
tion spending;

Help land managers and the public identify roads that are unused or en-
vironmentally damaging that can be decommissioned; and

—Place a new emphasis on maintaining and reconstructing existing roads rather
than building new roads.

A draft rule and procedures were released for public review on March 2, 2000.

Forest Service Planning Regulations.—All of these proposals would be imple-
mented in the context of the new forest planning regulations. The proposed planning
rule would rewrite the existing Forest Service regulations implementing the Na-
tional Forest Management Act of 1976. The proposed rule is based on the rec-
ommendations of a Committee of Scientists and 20 years of experience imple-
menting forest planning.

The proposed rule would:

—Base forest and grassland planning on the principles of ecological, economic,

and social sustainability;

—Require the Forest Service to actively engage the public and our other federal,
state, local, and tribal partners in the management of our national forests and
grasslands;

—Integrate science and scientists into the planning process and requires the For-
est Service to focus on managing entire ecosystems rather than single species
or outcomes; and,

—Integrate planning and management activities more closely so that the Forest
Service can respond to new information and opportunities in a timely manner.

Last fall the Forest Service hosted a series of 23 town meetings across the country
to discuss the proposed planning rule. The planning rule would provide the over-
arching framework for implementing the roadless area and road management initia-
tives, if the three initiatives are adopted. All of these initiatives seek to provide for
long-term sustainability, ensure collaboration with the public, integrate science
more effectively in the planning process, and incorporate new information and op-
portunities.
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ACCOUNTABILTY ACTIONS

I think that we would all agree that the debate about the management of our na-
tional forests has been clouded in recent years with issues of accountability. In the
past ten years the Forest Service has been the subject of more than 315 audits by
the General Accounting Office and the Office of the Inspector General. And the
agency as well as the Department of Agriculture has yet to receive a clean financial
opinion since they were first required of governmental agencies.

Under the capable direction of Chief Dombeck, the agency has worked very closely
with my office, other parts of the Department of Agriculture and the Secretary to
implement the needed financial and programmatic reforms.

These changes were made to position the Forest Service to achieve an unqualified
audit opinion on its fiscal year 2000 financial statements. The agency knows, how-
ever, a clean audit opinion by itself will not restore the agency’s credibility with
Congress and the American people. A change in agency culture must occur—a
change based on the knowledge that the Forest Service cannot be effective resource
managers if they are not first accountable for the taxpayers’ money and for their
own actions on the landscape. The Forest Service has presented its fiscal year 2001
budget in a performance-based manner that allows it to accomplish its conservation
mission based upon performance measures that fully display on-the-ground out-
comes of its management practices and services to the public.

This budget presents a program that is not simply based on a set of funding re-
quests. Rather, the budget justification presents the President’s budget in terms of
direct on-the-ground accomplishment of work. Mr. Chairman, with the implementa-
tion of significantly improved accountability measures, we can refocus the debate
about the Forest Service where it should be, on natural resource management pol-
icy.

I can vouch for the fact that Chief Dombeck is committed to making the necessary
changes. Some of the more significant accomplishments include implementing a new
accounting system, developing a simplified budget structure for the National Forest
System, submitting a performance-based fiscal year 2001 budget, developing an in-
tegrated set of land health and service to people performance measures, and pub-
lishing its draft Strategic Plan (2000 Revision).

In addition, for the first time in many years, all leadership positions have been
filled. Chief Dombeck has established the offices of the Chief Operating Officer and
the Chief Financial Officer to take leadership responsibility for improved program
a{lalysis and the linking of budget processes to agency performance and strategic
planning.

Mr. Chairman, I do not think that there should be any doubt that these bold, deci-
sive actions demonstrate leadership commitment to correct the Forest Service’s pro-
gram and financial accountability deficiencies.

CONCLUSION

I am proud to say that during my tenure, the Forest Service has made significant
progress in restoring accountability while refocusing the agency’s attention to its
multiple use mandate. In so doing, we have placed a new priority on maintaining
and restoring the health of the land while ensuring the sustainability of goods and
services produced on our National Forests. We have renewed our commitment to re-
greening our communities—both urban and rural—and sought ways to improve the
economies of forest dependent communities by broadening their economic base. We
are emphasizing collaboration in working with our public and private partners, and
encouraging innovative solutions to our resource management challenges.

I'm proud of the progress we’ve made and look forward to the opportunities ahead.
Thank you. I would be pleased to answer any questions that you may have.

Senator GORTON. Chief, if you would wait for a moment. Senator
Dorgan has only a couple of moments. He simply would like to

make a short statement, and I am going to let him do that, so he
can go on to his other——

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR BYRON DORGAN

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I am going to be very brief. 1
have been over in the Commerce Committee. I did not make an
opening statement, because I was late, but I wanted to make just
a comment.
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Mr. Lyons and Mr. Dombeck, I appreciate your being here and
your testimony.

I have been working, particularly with Mr. Dombeck, on the
issue of the Chadron planning that had preceded the grasslands
management plan in Western North Dakota, and I am very con-
cerned where all this is taking us. The planning process was de-
signed to bring people together and to involve people.

In fact, what has happened is radical division and the potential,
according to a North Dakota State University study, of up to 30
and 40 percent reductions in grazing in Western North Dakota.

Now, my colleague, Senator Burns, over there, he understands
Western North Dakota. It is almost a wilderness out there. We get
calls for wilderness. We do not need wilderness. It is happening.
We do not need the wilderness designation. You can drive out there
and not find anybody for a long while. We have ranchers trying to
make a living, and if they are hit with a 40-percent reduction in
grazing on these grasslands

Senator KOHL. Well, if it were wilderness, Senator, you could not
drive out there.

Senator DORGAN. I understand.

Senator KOHL. You would have to walk.

Senator DORGAN. That is why I have opposed the wilderness des-
ignation, because people have left. My home county out there has
shrunk from 5,000 to 3,000 people, and the county next to it is now
900 people.

We have real serious economic troubles in Western North Da-
kota, and a plan that could potentially reduce grazing up to 40 per-
cent would be devastating. Now, those numbers don’t come from
the Forest Service, because the Forest Service people cannot tell us
exactly what the impact will be, but they come from studies by Dr.
Leistretch, North Dakota State University, and others.

I just wanted to say this: Mr. Dombeck, you have been very open
and we have had good discussions, and I have told you all of this.
You are working through some of these issues.

The comment period was long and extensive. You have had a lot
of comments from a lot of different sides on this. It is very impor-
tant that this be done right, and the right way to do this is to go
back historically and look at the conditions under which the Fed-
eral Government acquired these lands in Western North Dakota
from farmers who were forced to sell in most cases, and the
Bankhead-Jones Act described the circumstances, that they wanted
these lands to remain in agriculture, and they are multiple use, to
be sure, and we want to be sensitive to all of those issues.

I just wanted to make a point of how important this is. There
are such passions out there that I am very concerned about. There
is such anger and polarization, and that is not the way the
Chadron planning process was designed to end.

The process was designed to bring everybody together, and every-
body have a voice in this. That really did not happen, and I am not
blaming anybody. I am just saying that we need to take a fresh
look, have some mediation, and review all those circumstances.

Mr. Chairman, I took a little longer than I intended, but I am
going to submit a series of questions, if I might, to Mr. Dombeck
and Mr. Lyons.
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Thank you for your courtesy, Mr. Chairman.

Senator GORTON. Let me inform the other members of the com-
mittee here that if we are going to hear from you now, then I am
going to defer my questions for last, because I have a lot of them,
and I do not particularly—you, Senator Bennett, have been ex-
tremely patient.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF MIKE DOMBECK

You will be next, as soon as Chief Dombeck has finished his
statement, and then we will hear from Senator Burns, and then we
will take the chairman and ranking member.

Chief, go ahead.

Mr. DOMBECK. Mr. Chairman, thank you, Senator Byrd, com-
mittee members.

I would like to introduce some guests that we have here. Chuck
Meyers is the Forest Supervisor of the Monongahela National For-
est, and Kate Goodrich is with him. Kate is the Public Affairs Offi-
cer on the Monongahela. They perhaps could offer a forest super-
visor’s perspective on budgets, and some things like that, that I
think might be helpful.

I also have with me Randy Phillips, who is Deputy Chief for Pro-
grams and Legislation. Our Chief Financial Officer, Vincette Goerl,
Jim Furnish, National Forest System, and sitting in the first row
we have Janice McDougal, from State and Private Forestry, and
Dr. Robert Lewis, who heads our research programs. So hopefully,
we will be able to deal with most of the issues of interest to the
committee.

You alluded to the debate about natural resources in your open-
ing statement. I think we have all been part of that. Sometimes we
get more of that than we would like. The debate is not new to this
era.

It was here in Gifford Pinchot’s time, it was here in the thirties,
the seventies, and I presume it will be here for a while. What we
are really talking about is balance and the changing needs of soci-
ety, changing economies, and our sensitivities to that. I always
think about how wonderful it is that we live in a country where
we have choices, because balance is about choices, and when we
have choices to make, there are differences of opinion.

I am pleased with some of the issues, and I always like to step
back and think about what had gone on 10 years ago, and 20 years
ago, 30 years ago.

In the mid-nineties, the dialogue was that the Forest Service had
lost its way. It had a muddled mission. I am proud of the leader-
ship of the Forest Service in crafting the Natural Resources Agen-
da to better articulate where we were going—to focus on roads and
infrastructure; to focus on sustainable forest and grassland man-
agement; to focus on recreation; to focus on watershed health and
restoration; to focus on things like urban forestry and education.
We have made progress there.

The Forest Service is perhaps one of the more complex agen-
cies—with a complex and really challenging mission almost—with
expectations that we would be all things to all people, from the
preservation side or the commodity side. One area that I really ap-
preciate your support on and the committee’s support is the area
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of business management and accountability. As Congress, in the
nineties, began to demand more accountability from agencies—and
the Chief Financial Officer Act was passed, and others—the Forest
Service was slow to adapt.

It is decentralized by its nature. West Virginia decisions ought
to be made in West Virginia; likewise, Washington, Idaho, Utah,
Alaska. Our business management side was also decentralized.

We had, for example, 40 systems, data management systems,
that really did not communicate with one another—that were not
linked with 800 data entry points, and some hundred-million trans-
actions a month. I think I have had more hearings on this issue
of accountability and financial management than all the other
chiefs put together. We have made that our highest priority. We
have made significant progress.

It is a big job. It took Jack Welsh 10 years with General Electric,
and General Electric did not have all the constraints that come
with bureaucracies and the Federal Government.

I am pleased that we have our first-ever Chief Financial Officer.
We have the foundation financial information system in place and
running. We have our first-ever real-property inventory complete—
and employees struggle to understand even why that is important
as resource issues go on. I say to them, would they invest in a com-
pany that did not know what its assets are? Yet, it is important,
I believe, that we be able to tell the American public and you what
our assets are. We have made progress on that front.

I am pleased with the response of the National Academy of Pub-
lic Administration. They gave us the first framework to tie a sim-
plified budget structure with an organizational structure and per-
formance measures that are important. I am pleased with your
willingness and Senator Byrd’s willingness to want to explore fur-
ther how we can make progress on that front.

We are moving forward with business plans for the organization
and our recreational units. We put 1,300 employees through busi-
ness management training last year. Lots going on in that area.
We ask for your continued support. Keep the pressure on. This is
something that we drifted into over time, decades. We need the
support, the prodding, the constructive criticism of Congress to get
there. So we are making good progress.

It is also important—as we talk about the national issues that
are somewhat heated at times—to think about the accomplish-
ments of an organization the size of the Forest Service and what
we do. We have the best science in the world in the United States.

Some of the best resource managers in the world work for the
Forest Service—and the other agencies, local, State, and Federal—
in the United States. We put out 98.5 percent of the fires in initial
attack in the United States. We provide drinking water for 60 mil-
lion Americans from the national forests.

We have 133,000 miles of trails, 380,000 miles of roads—that
was mentioned earlier. There is more visitation to the national for-
ests today than there has ever been.

When we talk about access, and the concerns with access, our
challenge is to provide the infrastructure, maintain that infrastruc-
ture, and the services that people expect. So we have more people
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visiting the national forests than ever, and all the projections are
up.
Eighty percent of the big-horn sheep habitat in the United
States—half of the blue ribbon trout streams—and hunting and
fishing alone generate about $21 billion to the gross domestic prod-
uct. Multiple-use is alive and well. We issued over a 1,000 energy
and mineral permits last year and 9.3 million animal-unit-months
of grazing. We have 5.2 billion board feet of timber currently under
contract.

We assisted 9,600 urban communities with their natural resource
programs. We assisted 146,000 private woodland owners to be bet-
ter stewards of their land with technical and scientific information.
Our research program produced more than 2,700 scientific and
technical documents and textbooks. We did all this with about
10,000 fewer employees that we had in the early nineties. So I am
proud of the Forest Service workforce.

PREPARED STATEMENT

No matter what our natural resource philosophy is, I certainly
share the concern of this committee that our common objective is
that we have an organization that functions well—that is effi-
cient—that is responsive—that is accountable for the monies that
you allocate to us, and to the taxpayers. I hope that we can focus
on that common goal and appreciate your support.

Jim and I, and the staff, would be happy to answer any questions
you have on any of the issues that we can.

Thank you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MIKE DOMBECK

Chairman Gorton, Senator Byrd, and members of the Subcommittee, thank you
for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the Forest Service’s pro-
posed budget for fiscal year 2001.

Performance and financial accountability will be key to building agency credi-
bility, without which we will be unable to obtain the necessary resources to accom-
plish the agency’s mission. As I testified before the House Interior and Related
Agencies Subcommittee on February 16, 2000, the Forest Service is implementing
a variety of actions to enhance its financial management, fully integrate strategic
planning and budgeting, and demonstrate organizational effectiveness through the
application of sound business practices.

In my testimony today, I want to discuss four key areas: (1) sustainable commu-
nities; (2) funding and objectives for the Natural Resource Agenda program areas;
(3) actions the Forest Service is taking to ensure it improves program and financial
accountability; and (4) other highlights from of the President’s budget.

The President’s budget supports the Forest Service Natural Resource Agenda and
is directly tied to the Government Performance and Results Act (Results Act). The
budget proposes a simplified budget structure for the National Forest System appro-
priation to improve both financial and program accountability while ensuring the
long-term health, diversity, and productivity of the land to meet the needs of
present and future generations.

Overall, the President’s budget is requesting $3.1 billion for Forest Service discre-
tionary spending in fiscal year 2001. This is a 14 percent increase over fiscal year
2000 that is necessary to ensure the Forest Service accomplishes its multiple-use
mission of caring for the land and serving people.

The budget requests a $138.6 million increase in funding for the National Forest
System. This is a 12 percent increase from fiscal year 2000. The budget proposes
an increase of $13.3 million to enhance the agency’s role in forest and rangeland
research. It includes funding for such priorities as the use of agricultural products
for energy and fiber, the role of carbon in productivity cycles, applications of new
technology in resource management and coordination of the Forest Inventory and
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Analysis (FIA) program. The budget also proposes an increase of over 22 percent
in the State and Private Forestry appropriation that now includes funding for Inter-
national Programs. This increase will help State and private land managers practice
sustainable forestry and conservation of their lands.

LAND HEALTH AND SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES

Let me first share some thoughts with you about how we can work together to
ensure we have sustainable communities that thrive, prosper and promote land
health and community well-being. To accommodate these goals the Forest Service
is shifting its focus to pay greater attention to what we leave behind on the land,
as reflected in the following major policy initiatives.

Roadless Initiative.—Our roadless initiative recognizes the unique role that public
lands play in maintaining large blocks of unfragmented forest. In an increasingly
developed landscape, the ecological and social values of roadless areas are essential
for protecting drinking water supplies, providing habitat for rare and vanishing fish
and wildlife species, hunting and fishing and other recreation opportunities, bul-
warks against the spread of invasive species, and reference areas for research. Less
than 2.5 percent of our planned timber harvest in the lower 48 states is projected
from these areas.

Roads Policy.—We proposed a new road management policy on March 2, 2000.
The proposed policy will help us better manage more than 380,000 miles of roads
to ensure safe public access while stemming erosion and protecting water quality.
Providing sufficient access is especially important considering that we soon expect
to see one billion visits made to our National Forests in a year.

Land Management Planning Regulations.—Our draft planning regulations will
ensure the protection of ecological sustainability through a framework of collabo-
rative stewardship and better integration of science and management. To meet the
social and economic needs of local communities, I believe the Forest Service should
operate in an open and transparent manner, so the American people have every op-
portunity to influence and shape the way their land legacy is managed; these new
regulations will help accomplish that objective.

Mr. Chairman, I pledge to you today that we will keep the Congress fully in-
formed as these policy initiatives mature and develop and invite you to be a part
of the public process.

NATURAL RESOURCE AGENDA

When I became Chief, many people, including members of Congress, complained
that the Forest Service had lost sense of its mission. In response, I outlined a Forest
Service “Natural Resource Agenda for the 21st Century.” The Natural Resource
Agenda makes clear that land and watershed health is the agency’s highest priority.
This is based on the simple premise that we cannot meet the social and economic
needs of the people without first securing our goal of healthy, diverse, and produc-
tive ecosystems.

The Natural Resource Agenda sets agency priorities and gives strategic focus to
Forest Service programs, emphasizing watershed health and restoration, sustain-
able forest ecosystem management, the National Forest road system, and recreation.

Watershed Health and Restoration.—The Forest Service is the Nation’s largest
and most important water provider. National Forest lands are the largest single
source of water in the continental United States. Over 3,400 communities rely on
National Forest lands in 33 states for their drinking water, serving over 60 million
people. We recently determined the water on National Forest lands to be valued,
at a minimum, of more than $3.7 billion per year. This $3.7 billion does not include
the value of maintaining fish species, recreation values, nor the savings to munici-
palities who have low filtration costs because water from National Forests is so
clean.

Although there have been significant improvements in water quality since the
Clean Water Act of 1972, 40 to 50 percent of our watersheds still need restoration
and protection. The Forest Service is a full partner in carrying out the President’s
Clean Water Action Plan that aims to protect public health and restore our Nation’s
precious waterways by setting strong goals and providing States, communities,
farmers, and landowners with the tools and resources to meet these goals. The fiscal
year 2001 budget includes an increase of $84 million for continued implementation
of the Clean Water Action Plan.

The Forest Service will use cooperative strategies built around watersheds and
the communities they sustain to implement the Clean Water Action Plan, including
restoring stream corridors and riparian areas, cleaning abandoned mine lands and
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hazardous material sites, decommissioning and maintaining roads, and improving
rangeland vegetation and grazing management.

In fiscal year 2001, the Forest Service will focus on twelve large-scale watershed
restoration projects begun in fiscal year 2000, investing more than $18 million to
accelerate implementation of the projects. The Forest Service expects partner orga-
nizations such as conservation, wildlife and forest management groups, American
Indian tribes, State and local governments, and community organizations to match
its funding commitment. The 12 projects include:

—Research and development in New York City’s municipal watersheds and the

Chesapeake Bay;
—River restoration on the Chattooga, Conasauga, Rio Penasco, Upper Sevier,
Upper South Platte, Warner Mountain/Hackamore, and White Rivers; and

—Pacific Costal watersheds, the Blue Mountains of Oregon, and the Lower Mis-

sissippi Valley.

In carrying out these projects and the agency-wide focus on watershed health, the
Forest Service will draw upon many disciplines, including State, Private and Inter-
national Forestry, the National Forest System, and Research.

An important aspect of restoring and improving watershed health addresses the
lands at risk. Traditionally, risk has meant fire danger and insect and disease infes-
tation. Over 58 million acres of the nation’s forest lands are at risk due to mortality
from insects and disease and 40 million acres within the National Forests are at
risk of catastrophic wildfire due to past management practices and fire suppression.
The Forest Service fully intends to use active management to treat these stands to
restore forest health and in the process, provide jobs and wood fiber to local commu-
nities.

We need to look at risk with a different perspective, thinking of risk in terms of
the 40 to 50 percent of agency managed lands that require attention on a broad
scale for a variety of reasons. For example, recreation facilities, trails, and roads
that are poorly maintained result in national forest lands being at risk due to de-
graded water quality which harms fisheries, wetlands and riparian areas. Further,
we need to expand the discussion of risk beyond National Forest System lands to
the non-federal forest lands at risk not only due to watershed quality problems, but
also due to conversion from open space. The Administration has proposed several
strategies to address this broad risk issue including a $9.5 million effort to research
and implement new methods for economical use of small diameter trees to meet na-
tional wood fiber demands.

This expanded concept of risk is also portrayed in the agency’s performance-based
budget request for fiscal year 2001. For example, we are requesting an additional
$19.2 million for the performance measure acres of forest, rangeland and lakes im-
proved. With this additional funding, we propose to improve 430,000 acres of habitat
for inland and anadromous fisheries, threatened and endangered species, and wild-
life, which is an increase of 135,000 acres from fiscal year 2000 enacted.

Watershed restoration and protection will also serve as the focus of future forest
plan revisions. The fiscal year 2001 funding request for the watershed health and
restoration component of the Natural Resource Agenda totals $487.7 million, a 9
percent increase over fiscal year 2000.

Sustainable Forest Ecosystem Management.—The Forest Service and its partners
are using a comprehensive criteria and indicator framework to achieve sustainable
forest and range management in the Untied States. In 1999, the agency released
new draft planning regulations that provide a framework for implementing collabo-
rative stewardship. When completed, these regulations will govern administration
of 192 million acres of National Forest System lands.

Sustainable management of all of the Nation’s forest and rangelands requires col-
laboration among many interests and coordination across the landscape. The United
States has adopted the Sustainable Forest Management Criteria and Indicators de-
veloped through the international Montreal Process. They provide a common frame-
work allowing the Forest Service to work with interested State and private land-
owners to evaluate the health, diversity, and resiliency of our nation’s forests. The
Forest Service is leading a national effort to gather and report on the state of the
Nation’s forests in 2003.

The fiscal year 2001 requested funding for the Sustainable Forest Ecosystem
Management component of the Natural Resource Agenda totals $406.7 million, a 16
percent increase over fiscal year 2000.

National Forest Road System.—Mr. Chairman, I know there is significant interest
about our roadless initiative. We must put the 30-year controversy over roadless
areas to rest. One of the reasons I think it is so important to resolve the roadless
issue is so we can begin to address other pressing demands, such as forest health.
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The National Forest System has more than 380,000 miles of classified roads and
more than 60,000 miles of unclassified roads. However, the agency only receives
about 20 percent of the funding it needs annually to maintain these roads to Federal
safety and environmental standards. As a result, the deferred maintenance backlog
is in the billions of dollars.

One of the 47 performance measures within the agency’s performance-based budg-
et addresses Forest Service roads and is an example of how performance measures
will be used. The road condition index performance measure displays year-to-year
changes in the condition of the road system based upon five attributes. The pro-
posed index for fiscal year 2001 is constant with the prior year, based upon a rel-
atively static fiscal year 2001 funding request. In out years, the index will likely
decline year to year without significant increases in funding.

Last fall the President asked the Forest Service to begin developing a proposal
to conserve and protect National Forest roadless areas that have remained unroaded
for a variety of reasons including inaccessibility, rugged terrain, or environmental
sensitivity. These areas also serve as the headwaters to many watersheds and pro-
vide clean water and wildlife habitat as well as aesthetic values.

The proposal we are developing has two parts. First, we are considering restrict-
ing certain activities, such as road construction and reconstruction in the unroaded
portions of inventoried roadless areas, the areas inventoried in the 1970’s during
two Roadless Area Reviews (RARE I and RARE II) and through the forest planning
effo&'lts of the 1980’s and 1990’s. Today, a large number of these areas remain
roadless.

Second, we will consider establishing procedures for local forests to consider as
they plan activities in roadless areas. More than 500,000 people have already par-
ticipated in the rulemaking. To accommodate this level of interest, we have taken
the unprecedented step of holding public meetings on every National Forest to dis-
cuss the issue.

We released the proposed road management policy and draft environmental as-
sessment for public comment on March 2, 2000. The policy outlines a process by
which the Forest Service and local people can work together to determine the best
way to manage local forest transportation systems, to make the existing forest road
system safe, responsive to public needs, environmentally sound, affordable, and effi-
cient to manage. It would:

. l.lBe implemented through extensive public involvement and analysis at the local
evel;

2. Require use of a scientific analysis procedure to help land managers and the
public identify both heavily used roads that need to be maintained or upgraded, and
roe:ids that are unused or environmentally damaging that can be decommissioned;
an

3. Place a new emphasis on maintaining and reconstructing existing roads rather
than building new roads, given the extensive road system that is already in place
in most National Forests.

Before the Forest Service builds news roads in roadless areas, it should invest its
limited resources on projects that have broader support, cost less, and have fewer
environmental effects. Our fiscal year 2001 funding request for the National Forest
Road System of the Natural Resource Agenda totals $129.5 million, an 11 percent
increase over fiscal year 2000.

Recreation.—Recreation is the fastest growing use of the National Forests and
Grasslands. The Forest Service is the Nation’s largest supplier of public outdoor
recreation opportunities, providing more that 2.5 million jobs and contributing more
than $100 billion to the Nation’s gross national product.

The Natural Resource Agenda seeks to provide recreation opportunities that do
not compromise land health and that increase customer satisfaction, educate Ameri-
cans about their public lands, build community partnerships, and develop new busi-
ness relationships with partners to expand recreation opportunities. Some of the
recreation assets on our National Forests include:

—31 National recreation areas, scenic areas and monuments;

—133 scenic byways;

—56 major visitor centers;

—Over 133,000 miles of trails;

—Over 4,000 miles of wild and scenic rivers;

—More than 18,000 campgrounds, picnic areas and visitor facilities;

—50 percent of the habitat for salmon and trout in the lower 48 States;

—80 gercent of the habitat for elk, bighorn sheep and mountain goat in the lower

48 States;
—63 percent of the designated wilderness in the lower 48 States;
—2.3 million acres of fishable lakes, ponds and reservoirs;
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—200,000 miles of fishable streams; and

—Hundreds of thousands of listings on the National Register of Historic Places.

In an urbanized society, outdoor recreation provides most Americans with an op-
portunity to connect to the lands and waters that sustain them. The Forest Service
has a unique brand of nature-based recreation to offer, including undeveloped set-
tings and an array of services that complement the enjoyment of these special
places. Recreation visitors expect a great deal from the Forest Service and they will
expect even more in the future.

The fiscal year 2001 funding request includes $30 million proposed for developing
tourism, reengineering the special use permitting process, developing trails, and im-
proving operations at recreational facilities and attractions, many of which will be
targeted toward lower income or resource-dependent areas adjacent to National For-
ests.

The recreation component of the Natural Resource Agenda has developed a 6-
point action plan to serve better the American public, including:

1. Conduct market research to get to better understand what people want;

2. Invest in special places, especially those being—Iloved to death—by visitation
exceeding the capacity of the site;

3. Reduce deferred maintenance through the application of techniques that assur-
ing long-term sustainability of the site;

4. Invest in natural resource conservation education and interpretive services;

5. Take advantage of new business opportunities and provide services for under-
served and low-income people; and

6. Aggressively secure, provide, and maintain a forest road system that is eco-
logically sound and available to all Americans.

Among the most valuable products of the National Forests are the experiences
that live on a roll of film, or live as childhood memories of family hiking or camping
experiences, or in the exhilaration one feels while running a wild river or seeing the
crystal clear waters of Lake Tahoe. There is something for everyone to enjoy on the
National Forests. We strive to serve new constituencies, urban populations, under-
served and low-income people, and to maintain the relevancy of National Forests for
future generations. The fiscal year 2001 proposed funding for the recreation compo-
nent of the Natural Resource Agenda totals $397.4 million, a 13 percent increase
over fiscal year 2000.

PROGRAM AND FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY

I would like to now discuss our progress in restoring program and financial ac-
countability to the Forest Service. With the dedicated help of Secretary Dan Glick-
man, we have worked very closely with other parts of the Department of Agriculture
to implement the needed financial and programmatic reforms.

As I have said many times, if the Forest Service were in the private sector, with
our 30,000-person workforce and 3.3 billion dollar budget, we would rival any For-
tune 500 company. At the same time, due to persistent management weaknesses,
financial accounting deficiencies, weak data, and poor strategic planning, I doubt
very much we would last long in that environment.

The Forest Service has not yet received a clean financial audit. When I arrived
here, I had more than 35 individuals directly reporting to me. Our complex and
cumbersome accounting system was staggering under the weight of 100 million indi-
vidual financial transactions per month. Our Byzantine budget structure made it
common that a district ranger interested in accomplishing 15 projects on the ground
might have to make 250 budget entries simply to establish the projects in the ac-
counting system. Meanwhile, because we have not sufficiently focused on strategic
planning, appropriated budgets rarely, if ever, track expected outcomes described in
agency forest plans.

The fiscal year 2001 President’s budget proposes significant reform of the agency’s
budget structure. As noted by the National Academy of Public Administration, the
current budget structure does not reflect the nature of agency work performed on
the ground and forces our district rangers to spend too much time balancing the
books and too little time focusing on the natural resources for which they are re-
sponsible. The new proposed structure is performance-based. It presents the budget
directly linked to 47 performance measures, that are in turn, directly linked to the
agency’s strategic plan, the Results Act, and the Natural Resource Agenda.

The budget simplification and performance measures proposals are a cornerstone
of our financial and accountability reform efforts. I am confident that with imple-
mentation, we will be able to clearly show how the Forest Service is using the tax-
payers’ money to conserve and restore the health, diversity, and resiliency of our
lands and waters, and provide services to the American public.
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No Chief of the Forest Service in recent history has had to address the issue of
accountability more than I have. I know that a clean audit by itself will not restore
the agency’s credibility with Congress and the American people; the agency must
change its culture based on the knowledge we cannot be effective resource managers
if we are not first accountable for the taxpayers’ money and for our own actions on
the landscape. We are making significant progress.

I am happy to report to you that the Forest Service has:

—Successfully implemented a new accounting system;

—Developed an integrated set of land health and service to people performance
measures, that link land health and other outcomes on the land to its strategic
plan and budget information;

—Published its draft Strategic Plan (2000 Revision) for comment that shifts the
focus of agency management away from inputs, outputs and process to outcomes
on the landscape;

—For the first time in many years, filled all leadership positions and also estab-
lished the offices of the Chief Operating Officer and the Chief Financial Officer
to take responsibility for improved program analysis and the linking of budget
processes to agency performance and strategic planning;

—Conducted the first thorough real property inventory in the agency’s history
that is critical for our financial audit;

—Developed and implemented standard definitions for indirect costs;

—Eliminated the backlog of over 1,000 civil rights complaints;

—Replaced its crumbling technology infrastructure with a totally new platform for
management of information technology; and

—Implemented controls on trust fund expenditures to assure compliance with
Congressional direction regarding indirect expenses.

A key component of our accountability reform effort involves the implementation
of the Primary Purpose method of expenditures. Beginning in August of last year,
we began informing appropriations and authorizing staff from both the House and
Senate of our intent to implement this program in fiscal year 2000. Our request for
realignment of funds is a result of that implementation. Operating under the Pri-
mary Purpose principle, the agency is now able to prov1de an accurate accounting
of its expenditures, which it was unable to do in the past.

Mr. Chairman, I do not think there should be any doubt that these actions dem-
onstrate Forest Service leadership is committed to fix program and financial ac-
countability deficiencies.

OTHER HIGHLIGHTS OF THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET

I want to emphasize some other important aspects of the President’s budget.

President’s Lands Legacy Initiative.—This initiative highlights the Administra-
tion’s continued commitment to protect public open space by acquiring lands for con-
servation and recreation.

By working with States, tribes, local governments and private partners, the For-
est Service acquires lands to protect cultural and historic treasures, conserve open
space for recreation and wildlife habitat, protect clean water supplies and wilder-
ness areas and preserve forests, farmlands, and coastal areas. The fiscal year 2001
budget includes $236 million for the programs within the Lands Legacy Initiative.

The land acquisition portion of the initiative is funded through the Land and
Water Conservation Fund. Many of the acquired lands are located in congressionally
designated areas such as Wilderness, National Recreation Areas, Wild and Scenic
Rivers and National Scenic Trails. Acquisitions also improve forest management
through consolidation of boundaries and providing access to existing National For-
ests and Grasslands.

Forest Legacy, Urban and Community Forestry and Economic Action Programs
also provide an avenue for the Forest Service to work with States and willing pri-
vate landowners to provide jobs while conserving important forest economic, ecologi-
cal-environmental and social values that represent national priorities.

Legislative Proposals.—The Administration will advance several new legislative
proposals including Payments to States Stabilization, Healthy Investments in Rural
Environments (HIRE), Land Acquisition Reinvestment Fund, and Facilities Acquisi-
tion and Enhancement Fund. Mr. Chairman, I am especially excited about our pay-
ments to states legislation that we will transmit shortly. It focuses on providing
States with stable and permanent education funding, while allowing more money to
be spent on forest health restoration and restoring a closer working relationship be-
tween rural counties and the Forest Service.

The President’s budget includes special emphasis on employing rural workers and
enhancing the skills of America’s youth. The Administration is proposing the HIRE
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program in conjunction with a comprehensive proposal to reform four of our trust
funds. This proposal eliminates the trust funds that have historically been depend-
ent on timber receipts and proposes establishing a new permanent mandatory ap-
propriation. All the work conducted under the existing trust fund authorities would
be authorized under this new mandatory appropriation, but with preference for local
contracting and employing of skilled rural workers to accomplish the work. With
this expanded authority and appropriate funding levels, attention will be focused on
addressing our critical facility, road, and watershed restoration backlog.

The fiscal year 2001 budget also reflects a number of legislative proposals that
would reform selected programs to initiate or increase fee collections and expand the
involvement of the private sector where appropriate.

IN CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, this budget effectively provides the resources necessary to imple-
ment our programs consistent with the Forest Service’s Natural Resource Agenda,
Presidential Initiatives and other priority funding areas. More importantly, the pro-
posed new budget structure and performance-based approach shows the ecosystem
conservation activities and public services that will benefit ours and future genera-
tions.

This concludes my written statement. I would be pleased to answer any questions
that you may have.

Senator GORTON. Well, I think with all the patience that he has
shown, I will give that first opportunity to Senator Bennett.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dombeck and Mr. Lyons, both, you have talked about col-
laboration on the local level, and local involvement, and how much
that is needed, and how important it is. The State of Utah formally
asked to be a participant and has been denied. Can you square
those two for me?

Secretary LYONS. I will be pleased to address that, Senator. We
received requests from a number of States for cooperating status in
this rulemaking related to roadless areas. We met with a number
of the Western governors.

Governor Leavitt, unfortunately, was not a part of that, but sev-
eral others were there, and we discussed ways in which we could,
in essence, provide the functional equivalent of cooperating status
without the formal designation.

Our reason for that, to be candid, was that we are concerned
with the large number of entities that seek cooperating status—a
large number of States, Tribes, community groups, and the like—
who would like to secure that status. The difficulty is trying to
manage a process with all those cooperators, and, frankly, the po-
tential for someone monkey-wrenching the system. In fact, it was
interesting to have one of the Governors acknowledge that that
could be a cause for concern with all those entities wanting cooper-
ating status.

Mike and I sent a letter to Governor Cayetano, who chairs the
Western Governors’ Association currently, and I ask, Mr. Chair-
man, if this could be made a part of the record.

Senator GORTON. Certainly. Without objection.

[The letter follows:]
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LETTER FROM UNDER SECRETARY JAMES R. LYONS AND CHIEF MIKE DOMBECK

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
FOREST SERVICE,
Washington, DC, March 14, 2000.

Hon. BENJAMIN J. CAYETANO,
Chairman, Western Governors’ Association,
Denver, CO.

DEAR GOVERNOR CAYETANO: We appreciated meeting with Governors Geringer,
Kempthorne, Racicot, Knowles, and the staffs of the other western Governors on
Saturday, February 25, 2000, to discuss the participation of the western Governors
in our roadless area rulemaking. We agree that the State agencies possess impor-
tant information that may be of use to the Forest Service in conducting its social
and environmental analyses associated with the roadless rulemaking.

Working together in a collaborative manner can help to expedite and improve our
environmental analysis. We would like to improve the information flow and ex-
change of ideas between the States and the Forest Service relative to roadless areas.
To that end, we propose the following procedures to maximize cooperation with in-
terested western Governors’ offices and State agencies:

—The Governors of the western States could designate representatives to serve
as a conduit to solicit, collect, and syntnesize input from those Governors’ offices
and State agencies and to serve as a forum for communication between the
States and the Forest Service. The Forest Service will, in turn, use the Gov-
ernors’ designees as their principal communications vehicle for seeking informa-
tion, asking questions, or communicating updated progress reports to the west-
ern States and State agencies. The Governors or their representatives will as-
sist in expediting and making this communication more efficient and effective,
running both ways.

—Randy Phillips, Deputy Chief for Programs and Legislation, will serve as our
liaison to the Governors and with other intergovernmental organizations to en-
sure open communication and coordination on this and other issues. Jim Fur-
nish, Deputy Chief of the National Forest System, and Chris Wood, Chief's Of-
fice, will meet, with the western Governors and their designated representatives
specifically on this issue, to be scheduled by mutual agreement.

—The States will assist the Forest Service in identifying locations and other po-
tential forums for public involvement during the public comment phase of the
rulemaking.

—Forest Service can be available to answer technical questions at one or two co-
ordinated State work session(s) as the States develop input on the DEIS and
proposed rule.

To give you a sense of our public involvement process, when the proposed rule
and draft EIS are published, we are contemplating distribution of 100,000 executive
summaries and up to 50,000 full copies of the DEIS, making available 10,000 CD-
Roms containing the DEIS, and making it available on our website. The printed cop-
ies, CD-Roms, and website will all contain (as the website does now) complete de-
tailed maps of every inventoried roadless area. Over 200 additional community
meetings are anticipated. In addition, we foresee distributing copies to every public
library in the country; around 16,000 in total. We would welcome additional sugges-
tions for communicating directly with the public.

As you know, we believe very strongly in the tenets of collaborative stewardship.
We also believe that given the thousands of comments we have received and the
years of debate surrounding the roadless area issue, it is clear that this is an issue
of both national and local significance. In the Notice of Intent, we outlined a strat-
egy to deal with the issue at both national and local scales. We would like very
much to work with you in the manner described above as we address the national
aspects of this issue. In addition, there will be a variety of opportunities for the
States and their many agencies to participate in future planning efforts that ad-
dress the significant local aspects of the roadless area issue.

We value our partnership very much and look forward to working with you on
the roadless area rulemaking and other pressing problems such as water quality,
forest health, rural jobs, and our growing maintenance backlog. I am sending copies
of this to the other western Governors.

Thank you for your continued interest in national forests and grasslands.

Sincerely,
JAMES R. LYONS,
Under Secretary, NRE.
MIKE DOMBECK,
Chief.



77

Secretary LYONS. It outlines the steps that we are very inter-
ested in taking in working with the Western governors. We have
extended similar offers to the National Association of Counties and
to the National Governors’ Association, to work with them in facili-
tating the transfer of information, sharing of data, in the develop-
ment of public meetings, and in the process of providing answers
to the technical questions and concerns that are likely to be raised
as we go through this NEPA process.

Senator BENNETT. In other words, you will be happy to share in-
formation with them and tell them what you are doing, but you
will not be interested in their ultimate opinion as to what you
ought to be doing. In other words, you reserve to yourselves the
right to make a decision basically without any more than just re-
ceiving input from them.

Secretary LYONS. No, sir. I want to be clear. I was not suggesting
one-way communication. In fact, the letter says:

The Governors of the Western States could designate representatives to serve as
a conduit to solicit, collect, and synthesize input from those governors, offices, and

State agencies, and to serve as a forum for communication between the States and
the Forest Service.

Senator BENNETT. Senator Craig, you had a comment on that. Do
you want to——

Senator CRAIG. I am frustrated. When we held the hearing I
asked both of you, are you going to allow this, and the answer was
no, no lead-on, no follow, no. When you met with the Governors,
no. Now that it is a national issue, and the heat is on, you are
changing your story.

Secretary LYONS. That is not true, Senator.

Senator CRAIG. Well, it is true, and that is what the record
shows. I am sorry.

Secretary LYONS. Senator, I hate to disagree with you, but——

Senator CRAIG. Please go ahead. You do often.

Secretary LYONS. Thank you, sir. What we said in the hearing
was, we were not going to grant formal cooperating status, and we
have not offered that to the Governors. We are recommending to
them a process that will grant them the functional equivalent of
that status, and, in essence, the rights and privileges that come
with that.

Senator CRAIG. Cover thy tail. Thank you.

Secretary LYONS. Well, more emphasis on process, I think, in try-
ing to satisfy their concerns than the formal legal issues that could
come of a potential granting of the status, and concern about mon-
key-wrenching the system.

Senator BENNETT. The proposed rule with respect to the trans-
portation policy says that there must be a compelling need for a
new road in a roadless area. What is a compelling need? Can you
give me an example of something that might be a compelling need?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes. Forest health—level of forest health issues—
other kinds of things that the forest supervisor—and I believe, is
at the discretion of the regional forester to make that decision. I
think there could be a variety of:

Senator BENNETT. Is mitigating insect damage a compelling
need? It comes under the heading of forest health.
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Mr. DOMBECK. I guess I cannot—we are not providing that level
of direction at the national level. That is something that a local
community, perhaps, that is dealing with fire risk concerns of the
wildland/urban interface—I assume that we would have a scientific
analysis and recommendations that would be made at the local
level.

Senator BENNETT. Well, again, not to be too parochial about it,
the local people in Utah are very concerned about the beetle infes-
tation in the Dixie, and have been unable for years to do anything
about it, and the beetle infestation grows to the point where a por-
tion of the Dixie Forest now is considered by some who have knowl-
edge in this area as being basically dead. The forest has died.

Now, some of my colleagues have said the whole Dixie Forest has
been killed by the Clinton administration, and that is overstate-
ment, and I do not endorse that, but significant portions of the
Dixie Forest have been killed by the beetle infestation, and every
attempt, coming out of local participation, local concern, to get
something done about it has been stymied at the national level.

Now, some of this happened before your watch, so I am not put-
ting it at your feet, Mr. Dombeck, but you have words in here that
say “compelling need will allow the need for a new road in a
roadless area.”

We are not talking about roadless areas now. We are talking
about areas you are trying to turn into roadless areas by saying
that the roads that have been used cannot be, but the continual
battle in the Dixie Forest to keep people out in the name of envi-
ronmental preservation has produced devastation within the forest,
and I do not understand that. I do not understand why that is good
for the environment.

Now, maybe it is a natural process to let the beetle come along
and destroy the trees, but that is not your challenge. Your chal-
lenge is to keep the trees healthy, and there have been other places
where the Forest Service has been able to keep the trees healthy.

We have a problem in the Dixie Forest, it is very serious, it is
not getting any better, and I would hope that this language in the
proposed rule would be interpreted in such a way at the national
level that local people could be encouraged to say the health of the
forest is in jeopardy here.

Now, this is separate and apart from the timber issue. The tim-
ber issue is an emotional one that we get into. This is separate and
apart. This is forest health issue, and it is one where a particular
stakeholder, and I grant the environmental community that status,
absolutely, they have every bit as much right to be concerned about
this as any other stakeholder, but this is a particular stakeholder
that has been dominating for years the management practices in
this area, and the forest is paying the price, not the local commu-
nity. The local community has their price that they have paid. The
forest is paying the price as trees are being killed.

Now, one last comment. You talk about roadless issue not being
an access issue. There are those who will disagree with that, who
insist that the roadless position taken by this Administration is, in-
deed, an attempt to restrict access. I would like to suggest to you
and have you comment on, as a national policy, no net loss of ac-
cess.
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Our population is growing rapidly. Our open spaces are not. Our
open spaces are finite, whether they are in national forests, or in
BLM land, or wherever they may be. National forests are a unique
asset. I think it is counterproductive to have a policy that says as
the population goes up, access to public lands will come down, and
I would like you to address what would happen if we adopted as
a national policy no net loss of public access to public lands.

What would that do to you and your attitude about roadless
areas?

Mr. DoMBECK. First, the reality is—as we look at the infrastruc-
ture and the road system—we are losing access because of lack of
maintenance. In our arterial and collector systems, which are the
systems that a two-wheel-drive vehicle can drive down, we are los-
ing somewhere in the neighborhood of a 1,000 to 1,200 miles every
year because of bridges that are no longer safe, because of wash-
outs, and other kinds of things as the backlog grows.

I commend this committee and others for having provided us in-
creases in road maintenance. I think we have had significant in-
creases there. Our request this year is $129 million; again, an in-
crease, I believe, of 11 percent. So I would encourage your support
for that.

I think the reality is that Americans have greater access today
than they have ever had with a much wider variety of everything—
from motorized, to non-motorized kinds of equipment—to not only
national forests, but all lands, as we look at the increasing use of
mountain bikes, which, in fact, I think is one of the fastest growing
recreational activities in the United States. We have the four-
wheelers and hikers getting into more places.

I think that you are going to see more people in the national for-
ests. Just on the Wasatch Front, with the number of people that
live in Salt Lake City. We have literally thousands of people every
day that go out and enjoy the national forests.

Senator BENNETT. That is not necessarily my question. Yes, we
are seeing more and more people trying to access the forests, and
I take your point about the maintenance of roads. I think that is
a legitimate point. I am talking about total acreage, no net loss of
total acreage available for public access to public lands.

At least the efforts that I have seen out of this Administration
have been going in the other direction. They have been trying to
reduce the amount of acres of public lands to which the public will
have access. Certainly, that step was taken with respect to the cre-
ation of the national monument in my State, shut down public ac-
cess to lands.

Would you endorse a position that says no net loss, measured in
acreage, of public access to public land, in exchange for our helping
you with maintaining the roads and maintaining the access that is
there?

Mr. DOMBECK. I guess I am not sure I am in the position to give
you an answer right now. What I would like to do is really take
a look at the data. One of the things that is coming out of this
roadless exercise is probably the best data that we have had, or
will have, on the relationship of roadless areas to forest health
issues, to fire risk issues, to population density, and to a wide vari-
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ety of things. I think that will really give us a picture. I would be
happy to have that conversation with the data at hand.

Senator GORTON. I do not think you are going to get an answer
to your question, Senator.

Secretary LYONS. I will take a shot at it, Senator. I think the an-
swer to that is: I do not think we can commit to that because we
do not know, as Mike just suggested, what access we currently
have. We know we are losing access.

We have just completed, through a two percent sample, an inven-
tory of our road system. We discover roads that we did not know
we had as we go through these inventories. That is why we need
to go through a process to understand what is out there, what ac-
cess is available, and go through a public process at the local
level—to work with communities to determine what roads should
be improved—what access is required—and what roads the commu-
nity might desire be set aside, be closed off for periods of time, or
even put to bed.

So I will commit to you to a process to attempt to do that with
the road system and work with communities in that regard. I can-
not commit to net access, although it has a lot of appeal. It is a
difficult question to address until you know what you have out
there.

Senator BENNETT. I appreciate that, and I will accept your com-
mitment to help us get the necessary data, but I will tell you and
representatives of the Interior Department, who may come before
us, that I have decided that is going to be my goal, that we have
no net loss of public access to public lands.

Some of the public lands are under your stewardship, some are
under the Interior Department’s stewardship, but I am frightened
by the trend that I see, and data you develop may demonstrate
that my data is wrong, but at least the data that I see tell me that
this administration is committed to reducing public access to public
lands, in the name of protecting those lands. I do not buy the argu-
ment that that is protection, and I feel to take the argument that
we hear often on this committee, and elsewhere, that the public
lands belong to the public, and not to the people of Utah.

I hear that a lot: “This is public land, this does not belong to the
people of Utah. You are a Senator from Utah, you should not have
anything to say about this. These are public lands. They belong to
all the people.”

In the spirit of that argument, I think we should say, all of the
people should be able to maintain at least the current access they
have to public lands, and we should, as a Nation, adopt a policy
that says no net loss of public access to public land.

So any data you can give me will be much appreciated, and I
hope I have stimulated you to start looking in a direction that you
may not have looked in before.

Secretary LYONS. Well, I would enjoy the opportunity to explore
that more with you, Senator, but I just wanted to make one point,
and that is: All of us acknowledge that the public lives in Utah,
too; we are all part of the public, and——

Senator BENNETT. You have not necessarily made that argument,
but a lot of folks have.



81

Secretary LYONS. OK. But just one other point, because this is
critical. You have helped us tremendously in providing resources
for road maintenance, but one thing gets lost in the shuffle: All the
burden has fallen to the subcommittee to provide us the funds to
deal with this issue.

When the T-21 bill was passed, the Forest Service got no money
for maintenance of national forest system roads at all. That is why
I am confident in sharing with you the figure that every year we
lose about 1,100 miles of road access. That backlog of maintenance
increases by $120 million annually.

So just to address the concern of no net loss of access, we need
at least another $120 million a year to keep up with what we are
losing. So I would enjoy the dialogue with you.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you. I happen to sit on that sub-
committee, too.

Secretary LYONS. That is why I mentioned that.

Senator BENNETT. Yes.

Thank you.

Senator GORTON. Senator Byrd, I will defer to you at this point.

Senator BYRD. Last year the Senate and House appropriations
committees advised the Forest Service to heed the management
conclusions of the National Academy of Public Administration’s re-
port. The conference report for the fiscal year 2000 appropriations
specifically focused on the lack of sufficient linkage between the
budget processes and beyond the groundwork of the Forest Service.

This year, the Forest Service has presented a budget request, ac-
cording to a budget structure, that has not been approved by the
Congress. I have some reservations about the proposed budget
structure.

What happens if Congress does not approve the budget structure
that you presented? Do you have a fallback position, or is it too late
in the process?

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, Senator, I hope that we can make progress
on simplifying the budget structure of the Forest Service.

You will also note in the explanatory notes that we have a cross-
walk that compares the present budget structure with the proposed
budget structure. We can see at each juncture what it would have
been and where it was. I think the common goal that we share in
this is that we need to simplify the process, simplify the accounting
processes, and we would hope that you would help us with that.

Senator BYRD. You did not answer my question. What happens
if Congress does not approve the budget structure you have pre-
sented? It might not, you know, you know, you know, you know.
I am going to use that inanity of inanities, you know. What hap-
pens?

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, my assumption is that we have the current
budget structure, and we move forward with that. I want to ask
our Chief Financial Officer, who knows this inside-out in immense
detail, if she has a comment.

Ms. GOERL. Well, Senator, we would, of course, proceed with
whatever budget structure that is appropriated by the Appropria-
tions Committee. We would proceed in that regard.

I would like to point out, though, that we very purposefully—in
the interest of gaining support and interest, and involvement of the
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appropriations committees—included the staff in a meeting that we
had with GAO and NAPA, shortly after the report was produced
in August, for a 2-day meeting to review the NAPA recommenda-
tions. We looked at proposals for the future so that we could have
that dialogue with both the appropriations staff from the House
and from the Senate and, along with GAO and NAPA, other mem-
bers of our staff, to take that and see what we would do with that.
We had very good discussions. The budget structure that is pre-
sented here today is what evolved out of that discussion.

Senator BYRD. That is all well and good, but I am interested in
knowing what you would do in case the Congress does not accept
the structure that you have presented. It is a possibility, you know.

Ms. GOERL. Absolutely.

Senator BYRD. The Congress may not approve the proposed budg-
et structure.

Mr. DOMBECK. Senator, I think that what we would continue
with is continue with some of the burden of the complexities that
we have.

I have an example that I would like to describe of the current
budget structure, with the future budget structure that is proposed,
that I think can shed some light on the importance of this.

This is a—if the staff would put up a chart—typical Forest Serv-
ice project. This one happens to be from the Willamette National
Forest——

Senator BYRD. How much time is this going to take?

Mr. DoMBECK. Pardon?

Senator BYRD. I guess I have a limited amount of time, do I not?

Senator GORTON. No, Senator, you have as much as you need.

Mr. DoMBECK. I will make it as quick as I can. This is a $97,000
project. Under the current benefitting function approach that we
use now, an individual employee would charge 15 accounts for this
project.

So, then, if we take a look at the accounting procedures associ-
ated with this, and then the payroll processing, we have: salary; re-
tirement; life insurance; Social Security deductions; health benefits;
and so on. We basically end up with 90 transactions with these 15
line items. Using the primary purpose principle, we end up with
one transaction in our financial system.

Now, typically, an employee would work on several projects in a
pay period, not just one. This would be multiplied, 90 transactions
times the number of projects they worked on.

Then if we take a look at the agency, with 30,000 employees, it
is—I hope this points out the complexity that we are trying to get
out from underneath. All of this energy that goes into the account-
ing procedures really does not improve the project on the ground.
It relegates more field employees doing more work on the budget
rather than on the natural resources.

We hope together that we can simplify the process so we can de-
liver more resources to the ground.

Senator BYRD. It is commendable that the Forest Service has ac-
knowledged the over-complexity of its budget, and is proposing to
do something about it, but I am concerned that the proposal goes
too far. For example, the proposal before us combines, as you have
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indicated, dissimilar activities into a single category titled National
Forest System.

You include recreation, grazing, wildlife habitat management,
timber sales management, and law enforcement operations in the
same budget line item. Is this not a rather radical solution? Have
you considered anything less radical than this?

Mr. DoMBECK. We have backed off in the discussion with the Ap-
propriations Committee staff, NAPA, and others—to provide a little
bit more detail than the simplification that NAPA recommended—
and I would ask Vincette to give us those details.

Ms. GOERL. Well, in the presentation of the budget, we looked at
presenting the information along the lines of ecosystem health and
conservation, public service, and uses. We also looked at program
components. We presented performance measures and program
components within each of those particular areas.

For instance, looking at wilderness areas and other kinds of eco-
system health areas—underneath ecosystems health—and then
looking at timber management as a program component under pub-
lic uses and services—so that we could support those particular
line items—but also we presented 23 performance measures—and
we very purposefully looked at this as a performance-based budg-
et—and to look at the measures and the dollars associated with
those measures underneath each of those budget line items in our
effort to move toward looking at the results of what we wanted to
achieve with the investment rather than just the amount of dollars
that would be invested in that line item.

We have addressed some of the issues where appropriations com-
mittees and others have questioned whether those performance
measures need more work. In fact, in recreation we believe they do.
We are working within the agencies to come back with some addi-
tional measures in those areas to support better just exactly what
we expect to achieve in those particular program components.

Senator BYRD. I am concerned that accountability for the monies
that are being given to your control for various items may suffer.
How will you be able to account for many different activities, if you
have only one budget category titled, National Forest System?

How will the Congress, which has constitutional oversight over
your program and all the other programs in this Government, al-
though some people in the executive branch tend to forget it, be as-
sured that there will be accountability for these monies, if every-
thing is going to be categorized under one single item?

Mr. DOMBECK. The place that I think that we are headed, as re-
quired by the Government Performance and Results Act, is to move
to an accountability and outcome-based performance system, to
really track what gets done, rather than tracking the dollars
through the system.

Now, we will continue to be tracking dollars through systems like
the amounts of money that go to—whether it is Princeton, or the
Monongahela National Forest, or to Idaho, or to individual units—
but we really want to look at the endpoint of what we are deliv-
ering to the public.

Senator BYRD. How are we going to know whether that end point
is justified? How are we going to know whether it was achieved
with the utmost efficiency? How are we going to know if the monies
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that were appropriated to your agency have been spent wisely?
How can you assure the Senate that you will be spending appro-
priations according to the will of Congress?

We may not know that now, but soon we are going to be in a
greater fog if we go down that road of diminishing line items. How
can you assure the Senate you will be spending appropriations ac-
cording to the will of Congress?

I am not saying we are perfect in our oversight. We are unfortu-
nately pretty lacking ourselves. We need to sharpen up our over-
sight. It seems to me that you are going to make it more difficult
for us.

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, an important piece of this is the accounting
system, and having the general ledger in place that tracks the
transactions. This is something in which we have been woefully
lacking. Part of it is because of the complexity, and I think Vincette
can explain that system.

Ms. GOERL. With the implementation of our new financial system
on October 1, we have, really, the foundation for much better ac-
countability that we have had for the last 10 or 15 years, certainly,
because we did not have a standard general ledger.

At the same time, we set up a structure in the current year with
the current budget structure to ensure that accounting for that
down to the unit and such was tracked and had audit trails, which
we did not have before. So I can assure you—as a base level, under
any new budget, the current budget structure or the future—we
are going to have a better accountability with regard to that.

With the new budget structure, we are looking at some of the
issues that Mr. Dombeck mentioned with regard to the simplicity
of our programs. Many of our programs have moved toward mul-
tiple projects with multiple outcomes. The accounting for those, be-
cause of the numerous line items, very quickly gets lost in terms
of accountability because of the number of transactions. It causes
a tremendous amount of work that goes through the system that
can easily be confused. Less accountability can come about that
even with the simplified structure.

There are a couple of things that come into play that NAPA en-
couraged us to do. We are implementing—along with a new budget
structure and a new financial system—a performance-based, out-
come-associated measurement system. We have proposed it in this
budget. We need to work on it, but we intend to provide account-
ability through those outcomes and results measures. Finally, pro-
gram review and monitoring—which I think we have been woefully
inadequate in supporting—is to review what has actually happened
as we move through the year. We were not doing that. We did not
have the systems. We did not have the structure to go about doing
that on a more orderly basis. We fully expect to do that this year—
with any new budget structure—should the appropriations com-
mittee agree with our request.

Mr. DOMBECK. Senator, I have also asked our Chief Operating
Officer to really revitalize our program review function within the
Forest Service. I think if you talk to many retirees of the Forest
Service, and others, we spend more and more time dealing with
tough issues.
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As the size of the agency has been reduced now in the nineties,
we are spending less and less time on field level program reviews—
to actually take a look at that slide on the Highland Scenic High-
way and see if it has been taken care of appropriately—or the
standards of the Hiawatha Trail—or whatever the project may be—
and really bolster that side of it so that we have a connection be-
tween the bookkeeping system of the Agency as well as the quality
of work that is taking place on the land. The part of monitoring
of our many, many programs is also an area that—in the desire to
do more projects, there is the tendency to invest less time and en-
ergy into the monitoring of those that is very important and then
making adjustments as we need to in dealing with situations. It is
a multifaceted effort.

Senator BYRD. I am just as concerned about funds intended for
on-the-ground operations being diverted for administrative uses in
Washington, DC. How would you be able to control spending for ad-
ministration, when it is combined with the programs?

Mr. DOMBECK. Again, I will ask Vincette, our Chief Financial Of-
ficer, who has been the architect of much of this, to provide you
with the details.

Senator BYRD. Why can you not provide them?

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, I can, and I will ask Vincette to fill in the
details. With regard to the dollars that have gone to the field, some
data that I have are that there have been increasing allocations out
of the Washington office. Now, let me ask you, is your concern the
increase of money at the Washington level?

Senator BYRD. Let me ask you the question again. I do not think
it needs an explanation. Congress is concerned about funds in-
tended for on-the-ground operations being diverted for administra-
tive uses in Washington.

How would you be able to control spending for administration
when it is combined with the program? What level of accountability
can you provide this committee?

Mr. DoMBECK. I think there are two ways we will accomplish
that. One is through using the Federal Accounting Standards
Board definition of indirect costs, and we have asked for—some
changes are occurring now, associated with the General Adminis-
tration account. The data tells us that about less than 50 percent
of the actual indirect costs come from GA. So, therefore, the re-
mainder of that is charged to the individual programs.

The advantage of having the kind of data system that the Chief
Financial Officer described—well, that will give us a clearer picture
of exactly where the money is going through the system and what
it is being used for.

Senator BYRD. Well, Mr. Chairman, I would say I am less than
impressed. Perhaps, it is not too important, whether I am im-
pressed or not.

What is your situation? I do not want to overdo my——

Senator GORTON. Well, if you would not mind, I would like to ask
a few questions, and then we can come back to you——

Senator BYRD. Move on. Let us do that.

Senator GORTON [continuing]. Particularly since I want to ask
one or two on the subject that you have just covered.

Senator BYRD. OK.
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Senator GORTON. I will try to simplify it. Obviously, there is an
advantage to the Forest Service itself in being able to dramatically
reduce this number of categories. Obviously, you will save money
and can use it programmatically, if you do not have to go through
all of these details, with every minor project, with literally dozens
of employees, but Senator Byrd’s question is quite an appropriate
one.

We, as Members of Congress, have a great deal of interest in how
much money you will spend on recreation, timber programs, habi-
tat management, law enforcement. If we give you these three cat-
egories only, how in the world are we ever going to know how much
money you have spent on recreation?

Mr. DOMBECK. Again, I think if we look at the way a field em-
ployee does a job on a typical day or a typical week—of a field em-
ployee—that may work on several aspects of a major project—that
has influences on vegetation management—something perhaps as-
sociated with fuel treatment—has influences or impacts on the fish-
eries program—on the watershed program—what we are essen-
tially doing is, through the accounting system, asking that unit to
go through and charge these various hours or days—with a lot of
resolution—that adds tremendous complexity. I think what we are
looking for is an outcome-based system where we can take a look
at the endpoint of the project.

Senator GORTON. Mike, that does not answer my question, unless
what you are saying is, we do not know how much you are spend-
ing on recreation now, and we are not going to know it after you
change the accounting system. Is that what you are telling me?

Secretary LYONS. Mr. Chairman, I think this is getting infinitely
complex. I think the answer is that we would report back to you
what we spent in recreation and accomplishments in that regard.

Senator GORTON. OK. Then, Jim, that is good, but is that not
going to require you to keep the same kind of time charts on this
employee out there who is doing five different kinds of jobs a day
as you are doing now?

Secretary LYONS. I am venturing into areas that I do not spend
a lot of time on. I think Mike and his staff have invested a lot here.

I would be honest, Mr. Chairman, in telling you that the direc-
tion I have gotten from the Secretary is that the Department of Ag-
riculture will have a clean audit at some point in time. The Forest
Service is the problem, so fix it, and we are fixing it.

With regard with how we work with you—to share that informa-
tion—I know Vincette has been spending time in trying to design
a system that would allow us—perhaps through project planning,
I think that is what NAPA recommended—to add up that informa-
tion—but try and limit the number of transactions, so we could re-
port outcomes, and tie that back to investments, whether it is for
recreation, or whatever categories we agree we are going to add
that information up in.

Ms. GOERL. If I might add to the discussion, one of the things
that occurs after—obviously, when we develop project plans
through the year, then we get very specific about whether it is a
recreation project or otherwise. The expectation is that we would
be able to, to some extent in the system, track large projects at the
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higher levels. We would be able to look at categorizing in such
ways that you could come up with those particular investments.

But more importantly, with the performance measures that we
have proposed in there, we expect to be able to account for the
funds that are associated with delivering those performance meas-
ures. The system that we have put in place and that we expect to
implement—if you would give us the new budget structure—would
be able to look at the investment and be able to track the invest-
ment on what the dollars were to accomplish under those meas-
ures.

There are 27 of them that we have presented. We have said that
we agree with the staff's comments to date. Recreation probably
needs to have better performance measures. We expect, in the next
3 to 4 weeks, to be back with you on those measures.

Senator GORTON. Perhaps we have beaten this subject as far as
we can in this connection, but you know from Senator Byrd’s ques-
tions and from mine our deep apprehension about the proposition
that we know too little now about how the money we are appro-
priating is spent. I have a couple of parochial questions on that,
matters that we went through just in the course of the last couple
of weeks.

I think you must understand, there is a deep distress on the part
of members of the subcommittee as to whether or not we will better
be able to make those determinations if we give you this broad
grant of authority. It has many appealing features, obviously, from
the point of view of your accounting.

The question that we have to ask ourselves is, does it have any
appealing features, as far as we are concerned in understanding
where these billions of dollars that we are appropriating are actu-
ally going, and to reach your goal you are going to have to satisfy
that connection.

It is safe to say both for me and for Senator Byrd, if you are
going to have some of those measures in three or four weeks, that
will be in plenty of time, but I think you need to be warned that
if you want to get something that is greatly desirable to you, we
are going to have to feel comfortable with it, comfortable with the
way you account for the money.

Ms. GOERL. Senator, I would be willing to work with you and
your staff to do anything that we can to move us forward and to
satisfy your concerns.

Secretary LYONS. Senator, I know we would be pleased to sit
down with you, and Senator Byrd as well, to walk through these
things. I think one thing I want to emphasize, in addition to my
comments about the direction I have gotten from the Secretary, is,
you know, for years, the handle the subcommittee has had to track
performance and how we spent appropriations—where those dol-
lars went—frankly, as a manager, I do not know that that is an
adequate handle—because we ought to be concerned about—and I
know you have this concern—is the efficiency with which we spend
those resources.

Part of what we are trying to do here, in reforming the system,
is to come up with a better way to track accomplishments and actu-
ally provided incentives to do work, as opposed to simply track dol-
lars by managers. Hopefully, in that regard, the flexibility that will
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come with this new system will give managers the incentive to
spend more wisely and more efficiently.

Now, if we can design a system that satisfies your needs and the
management needs we have described, I think that would be won-
derful. We will work as best as we can to try and do that, and to
address your concerns.

Mr. DOMBECK. The key that I think we are all interested in is
linking the budget process outcome-based performance—and have
as simple a budget process as we can have to meet your needs—
and to meet our management needs—and link that then to what
happens on the land.

Senator GORTON. Well, we all share those goals. What has not
been proven to us yet is whether or not this will help us reach
those goals.

Senator Byrd, I had an 11:45 meeting that is waiting for me out-
side now. I think I will defer back to you for a few more questions
at least, while I go meet with this group, and you can share the
time with Senator Craig, but he has already had a fair amount of
questions. So go ahead.

Senator BYRD. I will not be long. Thank you very much. The ad-
ministration is proposing a $30 million tourism initiative for the
Forest Service. Your budget states that the Forest Service intends
to focus on 20 priority locations around the country. Do you have
a list of these priority locations?

Mr. DoMBECK. The development of that list is occurring now, and
we will provide that list to you. There is no current list finalized
at this time.

Senator BYRD. Well, how are you able to focus on the number 20
if there is no current list? Do you have any ideas as to where these
locations would be? I would be interested in knowing if West Vir-
ginia is on that list.

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, the regions have been asked to develop pro-
posals for this within the next few weeks. I can assure you that we
will be working with West Virginia, and other States as well, as
we focus on those goals.

Senator BYRD. Well, I am going to want to see that list, and I
am sure that other senators will also be interested. When do you
think you would be able to do that, by what date?

Mr. DoMBECK. Let me ask the staff how far along we are in that.
We would assume within a couple of weeks.

Senator BYRD. There is a very real chance that this sub-
committee may mark up its fiscal year 2001 appropriations bills as
early as late May.

Mr. DoMBECK. We will have it to you before then, Senator.

Senator BYRD. You will. OK.

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes, sir.

Senator BYRD. Very well. The Forest Service is also requesting
a $40 million increase for recreation special use permit activities
to private companies, allowing them to provide services on Forest
Service lands.

This is an increase of more than 25 percent; yet, there is no cor-
responding increase expected in the number of special use conces-
sion permits in 2001.
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According to your budget justification, the number of permits
issued will actually decline from 23,700 in fiscal year 2000, to
23,000 in fiscal 2001. Why do you need the additional $40 million?

Mr. DOMBECK. Senator, this is a perfect example of the dialogue
that we had earlier about the performance measures. What I have
done in this area—because of the way the budget was structured—
Ihhave asked the deputy chiefs to go back to the drawing board on
this one.

As we develop performance measures—the concern that both you
and Senator Gorton expressed—this is our first year in that effort.
We want to be able to continue to refine them. This is something
that we will be refining very shortly and providing the staff here
with the information.

Senator BYRD. You are requesting that the Congress eliminate
the administrative provision that requires consent of the House
and Senate appropriations committees before obligating any funds
to close or move any regional office for National Forest System ad-
ministration.

I understand there is not an agency in this Nation that does not
want more latitude when it comes to conducting its affairs. I also
understand that control of the purse strings was placed in the leg-
islative branch of the Government by the Founding Fathers for
good reason. Thank God for the Supreme Court for knocking down
the Line Item Veto Act. Would you please tell us why you want
this provision to be deleted?

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, I can assure you that even the modifications
within district offices is something that we discussed in detail with
the appropriate delegation and the Members of Congress. I would
not consider closing a regional office without significant dialogue
Witlﬁ Members of Congress. I believe if I tried, I would not get away
with it.

Senator BYRD. I am asking the question with respect to the con-
sent that is required, not with: “Members of Congress,” and the
Senate and House Appropriations Committees. Do you think we
are going to go along with that?

Mr. DoMBECK. I would say we do not feel strongly about that re-
quest. As I said, we defer to your wisdom, Senator.

Senator BYRD. Well, it is the wisdom of the Forefathers. Let me
read it to you: “No money shall be drawn from the treasury but in
consequence of appropriations made by law.” This is from the ninth
section of Article I of the Constitution of the United States of
America.

So I just want to be sure, Mr. Chairman, that we do not go along
with this idea. As long as I have lungs of brass and can stand on
my feet on the Senate floor, I will be opposed to that.

Senator GORTON. Well, we know that that is true, Senator Byrd.
You have not lost that ability.

Senator BYRD. Well, you have completely disarmed me. I think
I will yield.

Senator GORTON. I want to take up the subject that Senator
Craig took up with you I think some considerable time ago. Tell me
what the goals are of the Roadless Area Initiative.

Do you plan, before the end of this administration, to put into
place, without an act of Congress, a set of rules and regulations
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with respect to some 40 million to 60 million acres of our national
forest lands that are thereafter essentially irreversible?

Secretary LYONS. Mr. Chairman, as you know, we are going
through a rulemaking process. We published a Notice of Intent,
and received public comment, a huge volume of public comment.
We are in the process of developing a draft EIS and a proposed rule
that would be issued in May for public comment.

So our proposal would be—depending on the outcome of the EIS
and public response—to finalize a rule that would provide direction
for future use or disposition of inventoried roadless areas and per-
haps other issues associated with the roadless area debate. That
will be a function of what we issue as a draft and the kind of com-
ments we receive. Yes, this is a rulemaking process that is in-
tended to try and deal with this issue.

Senator GORTON. At what time do you plan to issue a final rule?

Secretary LYONS. Hopefully, by the end of the year.

Senator GORTON. Do you think it is wise or appropriate for this
administration to issue a final rule on a matter of such profound
importance to so many people, or would it not be better public pol-
icy to make all of the necessary preparations and allow an adminis-
tration, whatever administration it is, to be elected in November to
make that final decision?

Secretary LYONs. Well, Mr. Chairman, I will offer my personal
view, and that is: I was appointed to this position and confirmed
by the Senate to do a job. That job does not end until either we
leave office or I resign. I think I feel an obligation to follow through
with the President’s direction to try and bring closure to this issue.
As I discussed in my opening statement, this issue has plagued the
Forest Service, and the community of interest related to the na-
tional forests, for several decades.

I think it is wise to try and bring this issue to closure by going
through a process that will involve relevant stakeholders in the
public in an open dialogue about an issue that never really has got-
ten that kind of a national dialogue before. I think that is an ap-
propriate thing to do, to invite the public to participate in that, and
to try to bring it to closure, yes.

Senator GORTON. It is your view that this is an appropriate exec-
utive function, without the intervention of Congress.

Secretary LyoNs. It is fully consistent with our legal authority,
that is correct. We are certainly proceeding consistent with NEPA,
the Administrative Procedures Act, and all relevant statutes.

Senator GORTON. You use the word “closure,” and yet you do
know that these matters are matters that are of intense public in-
terest and, to a considerable degree, will be debated between the
two candidates for president this fall, but you do not believe that
the outcome of that election should affect this process.

Secretary LYONS. I do not see this as a political issue, Senator.
I see this as a management issue of some significance that needs
to be brought to closure.

Senator GORTON. Well, that is a very interesting definition, but
at least your answers are clear.

In doing so, however, you have diverted a massive amount of
manpower, and the National Federation of Federal Employees, that
represents half of the people who work for you, recently issued a
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letter condemning the initiatives as “More massive Washington
mandates that are hampering work in the field and inflating the
Washington office bureaucracy.” I think that was implicit in some
of Senator Byrd’s questions.

No word of this was given to us when we were making appro-
priations last year. From what other functions does—is all of the
work on this rule making being taken, that otherwise would have
been accomplished?

Secretary LYONS. If I could, I would ask the Chief to talk about
the specifics, in terms of the funding that has been provided to sup-
port this initiative.

Mr. DoMBECK. This is largely a planning effort. It is currently
being supported from the Land Management Planning line item. As
you know—as we move forward with the realignment request—as
we focus on the budget structure—that will also be reflected there.

Senator GORTON. Well, again, I am not sure that that is much
of an answer. What is not being done because of this that would
otherwise have been done, had the President not come up with this
directive after the time at which you submitted, and for that mat-
ter, received your budget for the current year?

Mr. DOMBECK. The amount of money that has been spent on the
roadless effort, or is estimated for this fiscal year, this current fis-
cal year, is $8. 6 million, headquarters costs. About $1.2 million has
been spent at the field level. The estimated cost for 2001 is about
$2.1 million. We are looking at this as a planning function.

Senator GORTON. Now, my staff says, how can you tell us that
the cost in the field is a little over a million dollars, with the huge
number of public hearings that you have boasted about holding in
connection with it, and the obvious amount of work that must go
on in the field to inform you of what you want to do?

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, this is the information on the money spent
thus far that we have received from the regions and the forests,
with about 185 public meetings that have been conducted. All but
10 of those have been at the forest level.

Senator GORTON. I am not sure that I can go much further in
this, but you see, that answer, which seems so obviously phony, is
one of the reasons you have so much difficulty with us in changing
an accounting system, to give you even more authority.

It is doubtful that the Forest Service has done anything more im-
portant in the last 4 to 6 years, from the point of view of its actual
impact, not only on the forest, but of the people who live in the
States in which there are national forests, and yet, you have en-
gaged in this entire activity without ever asking for a dime from
the Congress in an appropriation with which to carry it out.

That does not instill confidence in members of this committee in
the Forest Service or in wanting to grant you a broader authority,
even when it seems logical to do so. That is an answer which de-
stroys itself, it seems to me, Mr. Dombeck. It just obviously is not
the case, however creatively you account for your money.

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, I might ask either Jim Furnish or Vincette
to talk about some details. We will get, with the Foundation Finan-
cial Information System, clarity in the transactions, so all of us will
know exactly what those transactions were. Then I think the pic-
ture that we will have will be much clearer. We may not agree with
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that picture, but at least that will give us the information base that
is needed to really have the kind of information that we are not
getting from our current accounting system.

Mr. FURNISH. Senator, if I could, I would like to address particu-
larly your concerns about the apparently relative low cost associ-
ated with the field effort. This is a national issue which is being
handled primarily by a national analysis team.

The reason the costs are so low in the field is that, basically,
each of our national forests has been asked to do one meeting to
date. The costs attributed to conducting one meeting, with no full-
time effort, are remarkably low. So even though we have a large
number of these, there is not a large aggregate cost associated with
these field meetings.

Senator GORTON. Well, about 20 minutes ago, in answer to some-
one else’s questions, we were told that you were constantly discov-
ering new roads that you did not even know were out there in the
field, and yet, apparently, national headquarters, for almost noth-
ing, can decide the fate of areas in which there are roads that you
do not know about.

There is a certain degree of inconsistency in those answers. I am
going to go on to another question, another subject, one with I hope
a happier result.

Tell me, either one of you, about the recreation fee demonstration
program, how well it is working, how much you are collecting, what
kind of critiques you are getting from the public on the ground, and
whether or not we are really getting the money spent on the
ground, rather than just substituted for money that you would oth-
erwise have spent on exactly the same projects.

Secretary LYONS. I am going to ask somebody to give you the
specific numbers, Mr. Chairman. I want to talk, though, about
what I think we are getting from Rec Fee Demo.

As you know, I have testified before to the extent to which recre-
ation funding has been inadequate to meet the growing demand—
from the standpoint of maintaining facilities and access, improving
signage, and public health and safety at certain facilities. I think
the Rec Fee Demo Program has afforded us an opportunity to put
money back into projects on the ground and in the places in which
those fees have been collected. That has certainly helped improve
customer satisfaction. It has helped to improve our ability to meet
growing recreation demand. I think it has developed a stronger
partnership with the recreation community. It is going to be crit-
ical, since we provide the resources but, in many respects, do not
provide the recreation opportunities that others partner with us do.

In order to evaluate the program—aside from the reviews that
have been conducted by GAO, which have been rather favorable to
date—we do have a consultant who has been looking at the issues
associated with: Rec Fee Demo and some of the particular concerns
that have been raised with regard to the public’s concern that they
are being asked to pay a fee to use public lands that they feel
should be open and fairly available. The consultant is particularly
looking at ways in which we could improve delivery of services to
recreation users in the national forests. That study is underway
and we expect some feedback from that later this year.
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But, in general, I think the response has been positive. We feel,
certainly, from going out and looking at sites, and visiting the ac-
complishments, that a great deal has been accomplished.

Senator GORTON. What kind of public objections are you getting
to it, Mike?

Mr. DoMBECK. The issues that remain to be worked out on this
vary in different parts of the country, like interactions with other
agencies.

For example, if somebody is on a vacation, they might visit a na-
tional park, a national forest, Bureau of Land Management lands,
or a national wildlife refuge. I do not think we want to evolve into
a system where they have to get four different pieces of paper, or
stop at four different places to do something. I think that is an im-
portant issue to address.

Another one, I think, is the interaction of local publics and some-
one who is on vacation. I am one who grew up in the national for-
ests. When we went out in the woods, we were out in the national
forest. So it is those kinds of issues that need to be determined, the
equity in the fees from one unit to another.

There are examples of where it is working well. In the Pacific
Northwest, we are working through some issues with the Park
Service now, as you know. In Southern California, we are looking
at a system where the four national forests have a pass that seems
to be generating quite a bit of money. So we have some bugs to
work out of the system, but I think that is the purpose of a pilot.

I can give you some examples of some things that are happening
on the ground. As a result of a Fee Demo Project on the White
Mountain National Forest, for example, that generated about
$785,000, and what was done with that money—two new public toi-
let facilities—we hired 39 seasonal employees to perform mainte-
nance on the facilities, and improve the facilities.

We initiated some community partnerships to the tune of over
$100,000 to deal with projects like a bridge replacement, turn outs
on scenic highways, snowmobile trail repairs, a variety of things
like that. The neat thing about this program—and we have been
judicious about—that money is returned to that site for work on
the land.

Senator GORTON. That is, of course, I think absolutely key to it.
But how much money total? Do you have that answer?

Mr. FURNISH. We are generating about $28 million annually. We
ramped up initially from figures in the low teens, and we are at
about that $28 million to $30 million figure.

I wanted to add, Senator, that at least our survey data shows
that we probably have 10 percent of the, quote, “paying public,”
who are unalterably, philosophically, adamantly opposed to any in-
stitution of fees under any circumstance.

Most of our survey data, though—that shows from meeting cus-
tomers on the ground—is that the vast majority are supportive of
fees, provided that they see evidence of those fees at work for their
recreational use.

Senator GORTON. We hear some from the 90 percent. We hear a
lot from the 10 percent.

Secretary LYONS. Senator, if I could just make one point. I know
we are aware of the Northwest Forest pass that was issued in
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March. That was in direct response to concerns that were raised
by the public about the need for paying multiple fees. We are try-
ing to fix these problems as we go along.

This is a new and very entrepreneurial way of doing business for
us. Our managers are learning as they go. We have hired some
consultants to help us through this.

One issue that has come up is trying to cooperate or collaborate
with the Park Service. I know you have an interest in the Park
Service as well, given the important parks there. I think we would
appreciate your encouragement to the agencies in trying to work
out any differences that exist. I think we owe it to the public to
make it simple for them to pay their fees, to get access, and to en-
sure that they are going to get good service, and a high-quality ex-
perience, whether they are on national park or national forest sys-
tem lands.

Senator GORTON. Mike, one parochial question. Do I have your
commitment that the Mount St. Helen’s visitor center will remain
open? at its historic staffing levels through the end of the fiscal
year?

Mr. DoMBECK. I do not know what the staffing levels were, but,
yes, we are going to keep it open. As I mentioned to you, we are
working with the local community and the series of the five visi-
tors’ centers—all the way from Silver Lake to Johnson Ridge—to
really take a look at how they complement one another and the
role that each can play—and then asking, at least on the part of
the Forest Service, that we have business plans for the operation
of those. Then, as we take a look at Silver Lake—the one that has
been at issue this year, that you and I visited about last week—
that we really take a look to see what options there are for partner-
ships, for, perhaps, concessionaires, or others. What we have there
is, we have a Forest Service facility on State lands. So what kinds
of partnerships can increase the efficiency and make sure that, of
the five centers, that they all complement one another?

Senator GORTON. I certainly got gratifyingly prompt action on my
request, and I appreciate that. I suspect the fact that I have this
gavel had something to do with how promptly it took place, but I
want to ask whether or not there are other places in the country
where the same kind of thing has happened.

Have you closed down other visitor centers elsewhere, where the
local reaction will be as negative as it was near Mount St. Helen’s?

Mr. DoMBECK. Not that I am aware of. I might ask Jim Furnish.
I was at, for example, Seneca Rocks, in Cranberry Mountain, on
the Monongahela, just a couple of weeks ago. I think the thing that
pleased me there was that I got briefed by the staff on other
ways—for example, authorities that we might need to explore to
utilize the Monongahela Institute, for example, in helping through
partnerships, keep those centers open longer hours, better services
to the public that come there—in ways that we utilize everything,
f{lom volunteers, to profits realized from partners that do business
there.

Mr. FurnisH. I would like to add that the Forest Service has a
large number of these interpretative sites throughout the United
States. Having been a manager of those myself, I would safely pre-
dict that there is not a manager alive today that is not struggling
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mightily to cobble together the resources to keep those operating at
good efficiency every year.

At the Cape Perpetual Visitor Center that I managed on the Or-
egon Coast, we could not keep the facility open year-round. We had
to regulate it and keep it open during peak seasons, peak holidays,
during the wintertime, and during whale watching, and that type
of thing. It would have been my dream to have the facility open
365 days a year. It was simply impossible.

I think that is why you see the funding requests that the agency
is making, to try and improve our recreation capacity through in-
creased funding. Even though we are trying to maintain a fairly
flat budget, this is an area of importance that we think the public
has spoken loud and clear about. Recreation on public lands is im-
portant. We are trying to enhance our posture.

Senator GORTON. OK. I want to thank you for being here, even
in connection with explaining some of our differences and some of
our frustrations. You now know, at least in connection with your
major requests, what you have to do in order to have any chances
of succeeding.

I know that Senator Craig has a few more questions, and it may
very well that Senator Byrd does. I have another engagement.

And, Senator Craig, you have the gavel again, but I hope you will
take the time you need and allow Senator Byrd that he needs to
finish any questions that you have.

Senator CRAIG [presiding]. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

I have one additional question, and then some others that I will
probably submit for the record. Jim, I do not mean us to sound like
a broken record today, but clearly I am growing increasingly curi-
ous of what you have presented to us this morning in relation to
the letter now that you have proposed to the governors as to how
y01(11 might associate them with this rulemaking process you are
under.

How do you view, as an agency, the CEQ July 28th guidance as
a part of your responsibility in fulfilling that?

Secretary LYONS. You are talking about the specific guidance
with regard to the cooperating agencies.

Senator CRAIG. That is the July 28, 1999, guidance. Yes.

Secretary LYONS. Well, as with all directives from the Executive,
we do our best to comply and——

Senator CRAIG. In a legal way, Jim, if you found yourself in a
lawsuit and alleged to be in violation of NEPA, and it became ap-
parent that you had ignored or denied the guidance directive,
would that not weaken your case?

Secretary LYoNs. Oh, I would not speculate on the legal argu-
ments, Senator.

Senator CRAIG. I do not think any of us would. I think that,
clearly, a question would come up then, why, and you understand
the legal guidance.

You probably understand it better than I do, but it is very clear,
when it says: “No later than the scoping process, to identify States
and other agencies to become cooperators, and to routinely solicit
cooperating agencies.”

Now, at our February 22 hearing, long after the close of your
scoping process, you told us that cooperating agency status was in-
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appropriate, due to the national scope of the rulemaking, and at an
earlier March meeting, you mentioned, and your Deputy Chief
here, Jim Furnish, that the State’s role was no different than the
timber industry’s role in the rulemaking. Subsequently, the gov-
ernors wrote the letter you mentioned, and now seven governors
have asked for cooperating agency status.

Today, you have given us another story, that is when we will
give the States what I think you call a functional equivalent of the
status. It sounds to me like a backfilling to cover the NEPA prob-
lem that we exposed you had found yourself in, and I think it is
very important that I say it just exactly that way.

It is very difficult for me to understand why you do this when
this is a national rulemaking. I think that is the conflict you are
going to find yourselves in, and probably in court.

You have the obligation to do it at a scope to meet the responsi-
bility of the effort, that is the whole intent, and you are basically
trying to redefine the effort; although, you have just told us you
cannot do it, because it is national in scope.

You have inherently put yourself in a major conflict, in my opin-
ion. Now, I know a little bit about the law, and I try to work with
it on a regular basis. Explain to me where I am wrong.

Secretary LYONS. Senator, first of all, I would not agree with the
characterization that you offered.

Senator CRAIG. I did not expect you would, but tell me where I
might be wrong here.

Secretary LYons. Well, we are aware of the guidance that we
have, not legal requirement, but guidance we have under NEPA to
deal with these issues of cooperators, and trying to facilitate the
process.

I think the key is—if granting cooperating status would facilitate
the process, that is one thing. But in this instance, we are trying
to come up with a mechanism that is going to facilitate a dialogue
between the States and ourselves, and other entities—since, as you
point out, seven States have an interest in this status—while en-
suring that it does not—given the broad degree of interests and the
extent to which other entities might want to participate as coopera-
tors—that it does not, in fact, hamper the process.

We are very supportive of a collaborati